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ABSTRACT

In many respects, America s military, economic and diplomatic Stuation in 1991
resembled Great Britain’sin 1919. Rather than reduce globa commitments, the end of the
Cold War saw an increase in anumber of globd interests, many which would demand the use
of military force. The generd expectation that the collgpse of the Soviet Union would entitle a
quid pro quo “peece dividend,” arelaxation foreign policy and alessened military engagement
policy was and Hill is, dangeroudy wrong. Vitd, sdf-interests demand the United States
embrace her leadership role as the world' s *indigpensable nation” in providing for stability for
voletile regions of theworld. To protect diplomatic, cultural and economic interests, the United
States must remain engaged in globd affairs. Foreign policy however, cannot be reactive, it
must shape the ‘brave new world' through a balanced approach to economic, diplomatic and
informationa activities. Most importantly, as the British learned amost a century ago, a strong
military capability and the will power to use force to engage the internationa environment must
back foreign policy. While Great Britain's oderint dum metuant policy of the 19" Century
may be too draconian for the democratic United States in the 21% Century, Britain's minimum
force policy, ‘aheavy hand with restraint’ provides ameaningful historical example.

In 1991, the collapse of the Soviet Union destabilized many regions in the world.
Former Soviet client sates like Iraq were free to exercise regiond atempts for hegemony. The
Persan Gulf War ensued. In the Caucasus, horrific and violent warfare, anarchy and ethnic
cleansing engullfed the region. In Eastern Europe, nationdigtic tendencies and racia hatred
which was long dormant under the iron rule of the USSR now emerged in states such as
Y ugodavia, with abrutd and destabilizing regiond impact. Chinawas free from the long-term
massive military concern on her northern border. North Korea, deprived of Soviet military,
economic and political support, turned to nuclear and missile technologiesin order to blackmail
the west. The sdlf-balancing, bipolar-sphere of American versus Soviet globd politics,
exploded into many controversa and ungtable regions. As vaidated by Greet Britain dmost a
century before, the United States would need a much more active foreign policy. Asthis
monograph demondrates, a stronger, larger and modernized military force to back the multitude
of United States Strategic interests cannot be substituted by wishful thinking, tregties, the
promise of technology or anew-age Ten Year Rule.

Thiswork examines the question: Do the smilarities and differences between Gresat
Britain in the post-World War | era and the United States in the post-Cold War era, point to a
pardld unwillingnessin facing globa responghilities?



TABLE OF CONTENTS Page

APPROVAL PAGE. ... i
AB ST R A T i
TABLE OF CONTENT S ..ot e v

Chapter 1 Background
The Geopoalitica Environment and Research Question........................ 2

Chapter 2 Great Britain In the Post-World War OneEra

- Background and historical Setting...........cccocveiviiiiiiiiiinn 4

- Imperia commitments out of balance with capability............... 5

- Policy and lessons from:
- Mesopotamia(Irag) .....oovvvvieriie i 10
- TurkiSh/GreeceWar .......ocvvvveiiiiiiie e 15
- Perdaandthe Sovietthreat.............ccccveviiiinnnnnn 17
-odrdand 19
sodNdian 20

- TheTenYear RUlE.... ... 22

- Falacy of Peace from Treaties (Versalles & Locarno)............ 25

Chapter 3, United Statesin the Modern Era

- Background and historical setting..........coovvieiiiiiiiiiiian 33
- U.S commitments out of balance with capability.................. 34
- Policy and lessons from:
- TheBaseFOrCe.......coouiii i e 36
- TheBottomUpReVIeW..........covviiiiiiiiiiii e, 37
- The Quadrennid Defense Review.............ccccevenee. 39
- TheTenYear Rule: Revigited.........ccovviiiiiiiiiiiie e, 42
- Fdlacy of Peace from Tresdties (Irag & N. Koreg) ................. 45
Chapter 4, Concluson and Recommendations.............ccovvevieviiieineineinnnnnn 54
N ] 1= 0 [ Gt 56
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS. .. ..ot e e e e e e 67

BIBLIOGRAPHY ... e a0 (O



.76



Chapter 1, Background

THE GEOPOLITICAL ENVIRONMENT

Asthe United States settles into its role as the lone superpower at the dawn of the 21%
Century, uncertainty has returned. The new environment includes peace operations, no-notice
deployments, reductions-in-force, the peace dividend, revolution in military affairs and alack of
acoherent doctrine. This new environment is not unique. The Army has faced a future without
amonoalithic threat for most of its history. Predictably, after winning awar--the cold war victory
is no different, political pressure to cash in on the ‘ peace dividend' to enhance domestic
gpending has cut deeply into the military budget. 1n most respects, the 1990s saw areduction
of military cgpabilities while American commitments have dramatically increased. There are
numerous higtorica examples of nations that have been unwilling to provide for their long-term
future security. * This monograph will examineif asimilar Situation occurred with Great Britain
during the era between World War One (WWI) and World War Two (WWII). A valuable
higtorica pardld to the post-Cold War United Statesis found by comparing Grest Britain
during the inter-war years between 1920 and 1939. After WWI, Greet Britain, a great power
with aglobd empire, let her military, and army specificdly, dedline to a point of weakness that
was out of balance with global responshilities. For dl her efforts, Greet Britain could not stop
the decline that precipitated WWII. Grest Britain's numerous diplomatic initiatives, dependence
on treaties and the disastrous Ten Year Rule, dl contributed to a false sense of security that led
to the reduction of military forces beyond reasonable levels. Grest Britain's post-WWI
experience is analogous to the United States in the post-Cold War era. Britain's defense and

foreign policies during the years after WWI demongtrate an unwillingness to face their globa



respongbilities for a peaceful and stable world vitd to the nation’s security. There are Striking
amilarities, yet notable differences for the United States, in examining Great Britain dmost a
century later. Today however, the Untied States has the opportunity to learn from history,

which may provide a better future.

THE RESEARCH QUESTION

Do the smilarities and differences between Greet Britain in the post-WWI eraand the
United States in the post-Cold War era, point to apardle unwillingnessin facing globa

respongbilities?

APPLICATION OF HISTORY TO THE FUTURE

Predicting the future is rife with pitfals, however, there are many advantagesin the
rigorous study of history. Recall the words of George Santayana, who cautioned, “those who
choose to ignore history are often destined to repest it.” 2 An historica examination of post-
WWI Greet Britain is sgnificant because of numerous parales to the United States during the
post-Cold War era. The specifically research focus of this monograph is on the land
component forcesin Greet Britain (past) and United States (current). The influence of
diplométic efforts, treaties and policies will be evduated in light of how their impact on land
forces ahility to fulfill the nation’s globd responghilities. Nava and ar power higoricdly played
an important role in the defense policies of Britain in the past and United States today.

Research will examine nava and air power issuesto alesser level to keegp the monograph in

compliance with the School of Advanced Military Science (SAMS) monograph criteria.



Chapter two of this study will ook to the past and Greet Britain's historica policy in
dedling with her Empire following WWI. Chapter three examines the United Statesin the post-
Cold War erafrom research pardlds with the British experience. The higtorica study will
conclude with gpplication of Great Britain's example in the post World War | erato the United
Statestoday. Grest Britain's successes, numerous failures and the pardlds drawn from this
sudy may serve as an important example to the United States. This study will quantify and
discern the historical sgnificance and lessons from an examination of Greet Britain during the

post-WWI era.



Chapter 2

GREAT BRITAIN IN THE POST-WORLD WAR | ERA

The sun never sat on the British Empirein 1919. With one fourth of the landmass of
earth under Greet Britain's influence, she was at the zenith of power and influence. Great
Britain's recently acquired possessions from Germany and the Ottoman Empire swelled the
Empire' sinfluence over a450 million souls, spread throughout Six different continents. 3 A
grange irony with Britain’s arriving at the gpogee of power was that there was no way to go but
to fdl off the pinnacle. Examination of this decline in the British Empire and the gpplication to
the United States is central to this case study. To understand how Greet Britain's post-WWI
foreign and defense policy led to the disaster of WWII, it is gppropriate to understand the
background of how she arrived at superpower statusin 1919.

Grest Britain's Expeditionary Army in August 1914 was a professiona, well-trained but
woefully smdl force. Her six infantry and one cavary divisions were designed for and
logigticaly supportable only in short and limited campaigns. Just four short later in 1918, Great
Britain's contributions to the Western Front included five Armies and nineteen Corps (including
Dominion forces). The overwheming expansion rate is perhgps more evident in the raw
manpower figures. In 1914, the strength of the Regular Army, Reserves and Territoria Forces
was just over 700,000. By the Armigtice, dmost 1.8 million soldiers (one million combatants)
were serving on just the Western Front! Over five and a hdf million British soldiers served on
the Western Front during the war with over seven million enlisments (eight and ahaf million

counting Grest Britain's Indian Army). *  Grest Britain's Navy, infant air forces and most



importantly, logigtica capabilitieswere dl equd to the task of supporting the Army, the
Empire sforeign policy and Her globd interedts.

The growth, prestige and reputation of Greet Britain were important elements to her rise
to globa, super-power status. The growth was touched on briefly above, but the prestige and
reputation the British enjoyed as aresult of World War | isimportant to this study. The pre-
WWI concept of showing the flag was an insrumental component of Gregt Britain’srise to
power. Warships throughout Asa, Africaand the Caribbean frequently contributed to the
reputation of power by showing the flag. The presence of uniformed soldiers, sailors and
marines marching through colonid towng/cities served to send a ussful message about the
power, reputation and prestige of the British Empire. Findly, the Roman concept of ‘ oderint
dum metuant’, or ‘let them hate aslong asthey fear’ was apparent in the pre-WW!I military.
This arrogant attitude of British diplomats and soldiers provided an important part of Britain's
concept of power. Ironically, British power depended on a heavy hand with restraint. By early
in the 20" Century, British adopted a policy that balanced ‘ oderint dum metuant’ with a
minimum force policy. Ladtly, the utility of the Army to conduct stability and support operations
was important. Aswill be demonstrated, the need for land forces, in massive numbers, was
required to control the Empire s globd interests. British Army leadership, especidly the Chief
of the Imperid Generd Staff (CIGS) in 1919, Sir Henry Wilson, learned just how manpower
intensve globa engagement can be for agreat power. On his shoulders fell much of the
enormous respongibility to balance the national requirement for soldiers with capability to

provide them.



The concept of abaance of power in Europe was a centra theme for hundreds of
years. Power in Europe, during the years before WWI, was dangeroudy baanced between the
nations of Britain, France, Germany, AudriasHungary and Russia. After WWI, this baance
was shattered with three of the powers. Germany, AudtriasHungary and Russia vanquished
militarily and devastated economicaly. Only Greet Britain and France remained as powers
capable of dedling with the new erafacing Europe and the world. The World War's Allied
Powers, unified under wartime conditions, quickly saw the United States retreat to a‘head in
the sand’ approach to isolationism leaving Great Britain and France. After the war, France
focused attention towards the east and internally towards European affairs. France correctly
saw the Germany problem as a future threat and invested dmogt dl their diplomatic and military
power to mitigating that threat throughout the inter-war years.

Thisleft only Greet Britain as the ‘indigpensable’ world power with both the ability and
need to build and ensure the continued international peace and baance of power. This need for
gability was avitd nationd interest and critical for Britain's continued prosperity and security.
Arguably, Britain faced sgnificant economic problems. Unemployment, the economy and
converson of the wartime industry were dl mgor problems with no easy solution. The dilemma
fdt by the political leadership in Greet Britain after the war was a classic question of whether to
devote resources to domestic concerns or to those of externa security. The maintenance of
Great Britain’s Armed Forces to the degree needed to provide internationa security for the
lands, peoples and global interests would be costly indeed. A renowned British historian of the
erawrote, “History iswritten backward but lived forward. Those who know the end of the

story can never know what it was like at thetime.” ® This chronide may best explain why the



British government, and most liberal democracies, seem unable to resolve the naturd tenson
between domestic and externa priorities.

The urgent need for rapid and drastic financial economies dominated dl other post war
congderations of the government. Grest Britain's Prime Minister Lloyd George often assured
the public of hisintent to * provide a country fit for heroesto livein.” This philosophy certainly
appeded and reflected the attitude of the war weary public. In addition to the horrific costsin
lives during the war, Britain lost Sgnificant overseas investments and suffered from American
and Japanese compstition. Britain's trade was handicapped by the dow recovery of those she
had recently vanquished in the war and the government faced a rising insurmountable public
demand for more goods. After WWI, the erosion of Britain’s industrial and commercia
preeminence led to the decline of her navd, military and imperia strength. The dowdown of
British productivity and decrease of competitiveness did not start with the end of WWI but
rether was a continuation of British economic dedline experience in the late nineteenth century. °
Paul Kennedy notes that by the start of WWI, Greet Britain had serioudy depleted gold
reserves. Thiswasin part because of the vast trade surplus of the United States in the early
1900s. Rather than circulated gold reserves, the United States treasury policy of accumulating
gold led to dmost one-third of the world's gold reserves were in the United States. Great
Britain's economic downfall presented a devagtating problem in financing thewar. * With the
war over these financiad consderations coupled with the overwhelming public belief that
government should retrench meant that something had to give. It did, and the military became a

prime target for cuts. ®



In 1919, Prime Minister (PM) Lloyd George was looking to cash in on the “ peace
dividend” that wasthe ‘God given' right of Britain's victorious Army and citizens. They had
endured the brutdity of the war and in victory should regp the benefits of peace. A powerful
personality, PM George did not tolerate those in his cabinet who saw a need for a strong
military. In light of the recent war and its horrific impact, he hardly needed to. Mogt of the
politica leadersin Greet Britain were eager to hop on the “peace dividend” band-wagon.

Ironic that just as the people of Great Britain had given so much during the war, the hard fought
victory would be squandered in the next severa years. The few who did see the danger in the
future and the need to win afull and lasting peace, were not heard. Greet Britain political
leadership created no consensus regarding a sound foreign policy for future and the result was
the disaster of WWII.

Grest Britain's peacetime respongbilities a the end of WW | included imperid
garrisons spread throughout the empire, enlarged by recent acquisitions in the Middle East.
Additionally, British troops were stationed in France, Belgium, Germany, Itdy, Greece, Audtria-
Hungary, Bulgaria, the Ottoman Empire and Russia. ° At wars end, the Chief of the Imperid
Generd Staff, Sir Henry Wilson had over three and a half million men. One year later by 1919,
that number fell to 800,000 and by November of 1920, just 370,000 active duty soldiers left
due to rapid demobilization. *° This rapid reduction of forces turned out to be a noteworthy
detriment to the Greet Britain’ s foreign policy srategy. Clearly, avitd nationa interest, it would
take magterful synchronization of the diplomeatic, economic and military resources to mold Grest

Britain's empire towards stability and economic security. In only two years after the war, the



world' sfinest military was a hollow shdll. Thislack of military power would have disastrous
repercussons for the nation in the yearsto come.

The rapid reduction in forces did not go unnoticed by the War Office. Only two days
after the Armistice, the British Secretary for War, Lord Alfred Milner, wrote the Prime Minister
urging that action regarding the future of the Army. Milner noted, “without some sort of lineto
go on, we shdl be paradyzed a the War Office” Warning sounded indicating thet, “ unless some
provison is made for recruiting or keeping troops, you run therisk of finding yoursalf without
any Army in sx months. Congdering the state of Europe and the revolutionary tendency in dl
countriesit is as dangerous to have no Army asit isto havetoo bigaone” ** In November of
1920, the imbal ance between imperid manpower and the nation’s commitments was noted in a
letter from Sir Maurice Hankey to the foreign secretary, A.J. Bafour. The dilemmawas
summearized asfollows:

“The present times are not easy for our Military Authorities. They have avery young

army on which heavy, indeed too heavy, demands are congtantly being made. They are

conducting difficulty military operationsin Persa and in Mesopotamia; they have to

supply garrisons of the Rhine, Congtantinople, Egypt and Paestine; and the Irish affair is
animmense strain on them. Al this has to be done with an army of prewar sze” *2



“ He who defends everything, defends nothing.”
Fredrick the Great, Prussia®™

MILITARY OUT OF BALANCE WITH GLOBAL COMMITMENTS

Great Britain, a the end of WWI, had numerous globa commitments. Asthe
acceerated draw down of military forces continued in the years after the war, Britain's
imbalance between military forces and globa commitments became exacerbated.

Rumblings of the Empire singability came early in June 1920 from the ‘mother of dl’ Imperid
provinces, Mesopotamia (soon to renamed--Irag). Great Britain possessed the land of
Mesopotamia as a military administered province after the war. Mesopotamia by 1920, largely
populated with Turkish Arabs, became engulfed with unrest. Additiondly, in 1920 the find
negotiations on the Versailles Treaty were dill ongoing. This coupled with Britain's problemsin
Persa (from the newly formed Bolshevik Soviet Union) led to the locd Arab faction(s) in
Mesopotamiato demand independence. This desire manifested itsdlf in June of 1920 when a
band of insurgent tribesmen attacked the British Political Office in Rumaithah. This atack was
the spark that lit the fire of insurrection in Mesopotamia. ** The countrywide revolt rapidly
exceeded the British and Indian forces military capability to control the province. Although
there were some 5000 British and 55,500 Indian troops in Mesopotamia, the effective force
available to the Generd in Command (GOC), Sir Aylmer Hadane, was roughly haf thisforce.
> |mperid forces were unavailable due to sickness, in transit and employed to guard severd
thousand Turkish prisoners. Of the soldiers available to the GOC, many had serious training

deficiencies as noted by Sir Arnold Wilson,

10



“Owing to thar extreme youth and inexperience, most of the British troops could only
be employed with advantage on garrison duty. One of the greet difficultiesis the fighting
capacity of troops here. Many soldier had never fired a musketry course, much less

seen ashot fired.” °
Because of these weaknesses but more importantly the lack of troops, the urgent call went out
immediately for more troops. Theloca commander immediately became worried, fully
comprehending the dangerous Situation. COG Hadane wrote in hisdiary, “We areliving on
bluff and have been doing so for weeks, and it isavery trying game when the drain is
prolonged.” *

The revolt in Mesopotamia was resolved by the dispatching of some 20 infantry
battalions, numerous artillery and support soldiers from India. The force dso included three
squadrons of airplanes and armored cars. Great Britain had dodged a bullet and did not have
to make hard decisons to bring back the balance between globa responshbilities and enough
troops to enforce those responghilities. In time, due to the significant manpower and financia
costs, Great Britain offered the throne of Iraq to King Faisal | as acompromise. The
concessions towards autonomy coupled with the strong military response effectively quelled the
revolt. Thisaction alowed the withdrawa of soldiers. Internd control of affairsin Iraq was ill
an Imperid respongihility.

Faced with the excessive cogts in manpower to maintain Irag, the British turned to new
technology. The post-WW | revolution in military affairs (RMA) pointed to air power that
could efficiently subdtitute for manpower. The concept of RMA is not new to military historians.

The promise of something for nothing considering Great Britain's tremendous shortages of

manpower and severe pressure for domestic spending, presented an irresistible enticement. The

11



British Cabinet Finance Committee estimated that annua costs of the Mesopotamia garrison
would exceed 20 million pounds. *®  Thiswas clearly, an unreasonable cost for the benefits of
the garrison. Wington Churchill, at the time Secretary of State for War and Air, offered a
solution conggtent with many modern proposals, “let’ s have the estimate for the finance
committee and leave it to the discretion of the War Office to work out the details” Roya Air
Force (RAF) plannersled by Sir Hugh Trenchard, Chief of the Air Staff, proposed a
Mesopotamian policy of ‘ar policing' the desert. This proposa offered the hope of both
controlling the land and accomplishing it with a substantial cost reduction—a have your cake
and edt it proposition. This proposa held the promise of a potentia solution for the imba ance
in Britain's globa commitments and her military forces. The proposa adopted and the locdl
commander, Generd Hadane, used air power to assst in putting down the revolution and for
peace keeping duties at a Sgnificant reduction of costs. Wasthis a case of how air power
working in conjunction with ground forces can economicaly achieve results? Asacaved,
consder theimpact of Great Britain's diplomatic efforts. A political compromise that made it
possible for King Faisd to have autonomy over Irag played the mgor role in quelling the
revolution. Without prescient diplomatic foresight, the background for successful military
peacekeeping by use of airpower would not have been possible. Even with the compromise
that led to King Faisal’ s assumption of the throne meaning semi-autonomous Arab rule, Gresat
Britain committed 100,000 troops (mostly Indian) to qudling the revolt in Irag.

Elaboration of Greet Britain's problems in Mesopotamiais primarily due for two
reesons. Fird, the lragi ‘incident’, truly a symptom of abigger problem, took place a atime

closeto theend of thewar. Britain could still have remedied the true problem—their imbaance



of forces with commitments. The episode in Mesopotamia was a symptomatic of this larger
imbaance problem and is a centrd theme throughout the monograph. Additionally, the centrd
importance of Great Britain's gpproach to Mesopotamiais found in the impression it left in the
policy makers a thetime. Asisaways the case after adisaster or near disaster in the case at
hand, the inquiry startsimmediatdy as to why the Army had not foreseen and adequately
prepared for the coming revolution in Mesopotamia. The three air squadrons and armored cars
sent by Britain were by any estimation, a success. While obvious limitations of air power
existed, this new technology did alow for asgnificant reduction in the combet forces needed to
further British interests in the region. The perception that the RMA and successful arpower
could assure chegp solutions to the military problems facing Greet Britain was overwhe mingly
welcomed by the powers that be in government. This perception in the early 1920's
encouraged an attitude of neglect and reduction in the traditiona Army and would lead to

disaster in future foreign policy.
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TURKEY

During the 1920s, Greet Britain found hersdlf entangled in crisisin Ireland, Egypt,
Pdestine, Irag and numerous other places. With the acute shortage of troops worsening, 1922
found Greset Britain facing yet another peopl€e s revolution in the former Ottoman Empire. The
Treaty of Versailles alocated to Great Britain the lands of Turkey (Ottoman Empire). Making
the matter more complex, Turkey clamed the Iragi lands of the Mosul vilayet—about one third
of what was then Mesopotamia. ® As demonstrated above, operations in Mesopotamia were
not smooth during the time immediatdly after WW I. In 1922, Mustafa Kemme (Ataturk) was
firmly in control of Turkey’s Nationalist forces and more importantly, a threet to British dlies
(Greece) and their holdings in the region. This episode, known as the Chanak Crisis because
Ataturk’ s forces threatened Great Britain’s military garrison at Chanak, in eastern Turkey close
to the Dardanelles. In Turkey, France and Ity undermined the agreement of Versalllesfor
occupation of the neutral zone protecting the Straits. In October of 1921, the French secretly
negotiated a peace treaty with Ataturk, whilein April of 1922 the Itdians followed suit. This|eft
Grest Britain the only alied power with troopsin the region. Greet Britain cast her lot with
Greece, mainly because of military inadequacy regarding British forcesin theregion. In early
1920, Greek and British forces rapidly defeated the Turks on the Ismid Peninsula, in eastern
Thrace and captured Adrinanople. This defeat caused the Prime Minister to pronounce in the
House of Commons, “ The Turks are broken beyond repair.” #* Actions in 1920 however, only
partidly defeated the Turks and left Ataturk in pogtion to rebuild hisforces. An important

aspect of this early victory for Greek forces was that it masked the fact that Great Britain did

15



not have the forces to protect her interests in Turkey, nor to enforce the treaty of Sevres. Great
Britain’s weakness in military manpower was even in 1922, spreading on agloba scae.
Ataturk (‘ Great-Father’ Turk) became more popular and powerful after initidly losng in
battlesin the summer of 1922. In August and September of that year, Turkish forces fought the
Grecian King Congtantine to astand il in the battle at Sekarya River.?? While this battle was a
ganddtill tacticdly, it was an overwheming Strategic defeat for Greece and Greet Britain. This
tactica draw put Greek forces on the defense and ensured Gresat Britain could not count on the
Greeksto ensure victory and protect British interests. Perhaps most important of dl, the
ganddtill sent asigndl to both Athens and London that made it clear this would be avery costly
and time consuming war. In March of the following year, Lord Curzon met with French and
Itdlian officids and came to an agreement that cdled for the complete withdrawa of Greek
forcesfrom AsaMinor. By July, King Congtantine decided to break with al parties and
attacked from Smyrnato Congtantinople but the Allies, who had declared their neutrdity, did
not come to his assstance. Greece could not defeat the Turkish forces without military
assgtance from Great Britain. Ataturk, a competent military leader, took advantage of the
weaknessin Greek forces at Smyrnaand assaulted them. Within aweek, the Greeks were
defeated and, “within afortnight nothing but the corpses of Greek soldiersremained in
Anatolia”®  Some historians contend that the Chanak crisis hastened the fall of the Lioyd
George government losing the 1923 dection to PM Bonar Law and Britain’s new Conservative
adminigration. Through necessity, Greet Britain played the diplomatic trump card and &fter the
treaty resulting from the Lausanne Conference in 1923, British forces were withdrawn from

Turkey. Keith Jeffery notesin his book about the British Army, that “Sr Henry Wilson had
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maintained dl aong that the solution to Britain's problems in the Middle East lay above dl in
‘making love tothe Turk.”

This case sudy illustrates the failure of Great Britain to maintain the balance between
diplomatic gods and responghilities with an essentid part of nationd power, a strong military
force. The economic redities facing Great Britain were dominating the nations' ahility to
ba ance requirements throughout Her globa empire. The eventsin Turkey put a grave risk her
woefully weak military forces, her prestige and stability throughout the Empire. A find
important aspect of the Chanak crisis occurred September 15, 1922. Prime Minigter Lloyd
George sent a series of famous telegrams to the Dominions asking for assstance in case of war
in Turkey. Only New Zedand agreed to support the war effort but with a contribution of only
one battdion of infantry.  This tepid response from the Dominions sent a clear and concise
message that Great Britain would stand donein the crigs. Thislack of “dominion” support
coupled with Britain's excessive disarmament would be an important factor in British foreign
policy until the outbresk of World War 11. Thisincident takes on even more significance with
the knowledge that Britain had abandoned her long-standing “ conscription” policy shortly after
WWI ended. Chanak manifested the end of the Imperia British Empire dedling from a position

of military strength and the start of gppeasement that would spell disaster in the years to follow.

OTHER GLOBAL COMMITMENTS

During 1921, the Soviet Union concluded treaties with Turkey, Persaand Afghanigtan,
confirming Foreign Secretary Lord Curzon’s opinion that ‘the Russian menace in the East is
incomparably greater than anything else that has happened in my lifetime to the British Empire’.

% An incredible notion considering Greet Britain's experience during WWI in the killing fields
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just afew short years before. 2" Curzon was not donein hisloathing of the growing Soviet
juggernaut. Wington Churchill, upon hearing that His Prime Minigter, Lloyd George was toying
with the idea of opening talks with the Russian Bolsheviks rushed to Downing Street and “told
Lloyd George he might as well legalize sodomy as recognize the Bolsheviks” %

Great Britain's need for oil and desire to deny it to the Central Powers, dominated
Great Britain's WWI interest in Persia (modern day Iran). After the war ended, Greet Britain's
interest in Persawas dominated by Lord Curzon's planned system for buffer states on the
frontierswith Soviet Russia. Gresat Britain's intent was to keep the Bolsheviks out of British
areas of interest east of the Black Sea. The perceived threat from Russiato the modern day
Middle East, Indiaand Far East dl had implications for the Empire. The problem for Great
Britain was again, that of enough troops to properly maintain thair interests in the country.
While a strong advocate for maintaining the occupation of Persa, Wington Churchill was a
redis. Teamed with Sir Henry Wilson, the Chief of the Imperid Generd Steff, they
recommended to Prime Minister George, the withdrawa troops from Persia because of the
severe shortages of manpower. By June of 1921, British forces were withdrawn from Persa
» The concept of buffer states on the frontier with Russiawas not to be.

Pdegtine was yet another territory of the British Empire that demanded attention.
Pdegtine was given to Greset Britain after the San Remo Conference in April of 1920,
confirming the secret wartime agreement that allocated not only Palestine but Mesopotamia as
well, to the British. France would get Syriaand Lebanon as mandates. *° Paestine, like Persia,
was vauable to Great Britain's globd strategy because it was another buffer state, only thistime

agang Egypt. The Sate of affairs in Paestine was complicated and when, Faisal’ s brother
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Abdullah, proclamed as the ruler in Trans-Jordan in 1920, the difficult Stuation became violent.
Great Britain's pledge to stiop Arab resettlement of the Trans-Jordan while controlling Jewish
immigration led to Arab violencein May of 1921. More importantly for the purposes of this
study, the violence demanded more soldiersto control both sdes. Asthe situation has been for
over 2000 years, and continues today, deep seated and mutud hatred between the Jewish and
Arab populations crested a problem to which the military is the only near-term solution.
Pdedtine rgpidly became a difficult Stuation when any British policy or position would create
animosity between one sde or the other, often both. Paestine represented another significant
demand for British soldiersthat she wasill prepared to afford.

THE IRISH TRAVAIL

Irdland’ simpact on Great Britain's commitment for soldiers should have been dight but
wasimmense. No less than 80,000 British troops comprised the Ireland garrison in July of
1921. * In addition to the overwhelming strain the ‘Irish ulcer’  placed on the British Army,
Ireland had a detrimentdl effect on the morale of Greet Britain's soldiers.

Proponents and opponents of Irish independence in Greet Britain, viewed home rule
from the imperid perspective. On 22 Jun 1921, King George V declared that “everything
which touches Irdland finds an echo in the remotes parts of the Empire” ** Thisearly variation
of the *domino theory’ pervaded the leadership in Great Britain and contributed to the bloody
Irish civil war lasting aslong asit did. Although there can be debate on the degree of ‘echo’
losing Irdland would cause to Great Britain, thereis no doubt that Ireland, in particular her ports
and waterways, were srategicdly vitd. Britain's ability to ded with the Irish problem wasin

part negated by her falure to introduce martid law except for severa counties in the southwest.
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Additiondly, the disastroudy stupid introduction the notorious ‘Black and Tans' to Irdand in
1920-21, contributed to the Irish cause by uniting the generd population and arousing public
opinion in England. ** The British Army occupying Ireland was inexperienced and poorly
trained. They fought using techniques of the last bettle of the Great War, tactics hardly
appropriate in fighting a counter-guerrillawar againg Sinn Fein * Free Staters” The Army was
lessinclined to acts of vengeance or pure terrorism, much more common among the Irish, but
the British Army did get out of control and were guilty of gross acts of violence according to
Generd Sir Hubert Gough. Irish desire for independence coupled with blatant terrorism
eventudly succeeded. After a series of negotiations which resolved that Greet Britain would
have access to Irish naval bases and waterways, thus ensuring Her strategic nava position, on 6
Dec 1921 South Ireland was granted her freedom by way of ‘dominion’ status. ** Northern
Ireland and the problems she represented would remain a problem for England for decades to
follow. Nevertheless, while the Ulster border would have to be permanently guarded, Gresat
Britain could now pull out troops, vitally needed throughout the rest of the Empire.
INDIA

The globa trend towards nationalism after World War | found favor in India Great
Britain made concessions by way of the Montagu-Cemsford reformsin 1921. These reforms
gave the Indian government and people more say in their government and were important to
Indiaremaining the loyd crown jewe until after WW 1l. Essentid to Britain's control in India
was Gandhi, who through political genius and persond influence avoided nationdistic violence
for dmost fifty years. ** The British forcesin Indiain 1921 consisted of some 250,000 total

soldiers with just under 60,000 purely British and 190,000 native soldiers, mostly commanded
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by British officers. For over 50 years, the British Army in Indiawas maintained by the Cardwell
system. " Both the British and Indian native soldiers were financed by taxes raised in India.
The solution to the Mesopotamia problem above issmilar. A combination of diplomatic (King
Faisd’ s ascenson), technologica (airpower/armored cars) and combat forces (two divisons
from India) resolved thisearly criss. In securing Indian support for the crisis, a serious warning
was sounded by the Viceroy Army Department in Indiain response to Wilson's request.

“ Recent demands received by us for reinforcements for Irag on alarge scae have

forced usto consider the whole question of regarding the supply of overseas garrisons

from Indian Army. © %
The telegram went on to express concern about the additiona requests expected from Britain,
the lack of support in India, and the perception of India being exploited by sending alarge
percent of the troops while the rest of the dominons having no Smilar demands. The telegram
closes by reminding Wilson that ‘ Indiaiis an origind member of the League of Nations, but it is
Great Britain and not India which has received a mandate for new territories while the troops
employed are largdy Indian.

India, in 1922, was paying for Prime Minister Lloyd George' s rapid demoabilization at
the close of World War I. India sounded a warning shot that she would not be counted on to
pay in blood for Britain'sforeign policy. Nationaist sentiment was dready on therisein India,
asit wasin much of the rest of the British Empire. The dominons, who wholeheartedly
supported the WWI efforts, were amost universal in their denia of requests to provide troops
to the post-WWI Empire.

Britain’s military weekness was woefully out of baance with her ability to provide

deterrence. Weskness undermined the British policy of ‘oderint dum metuant’ because there
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was nothing left to fear. The “hands off” diplomacy had no chance to survive because Britain's
adversaries knew there was no capacity to meet the Empire' s globa security interests. Britain
overtaxed her military with troop commitments exceeded cgpabilities. Nationdistic uprisngs
throughout the Empire magnified the shortage of military power, vitally needed to protect
Britain'sinterests. Equally demanding were domestic concerns that mandated the reduction of
forces. Numerous incidents of civil unrest in England after the war placed additional demands
on an aready over-gretched military. % These compelling two-way demands set in motion a
War cabinet strategy that gave birth to the Ten Year Rule. The Ten Year Rule hypothesis
would dlow for satisfaction of long term military risks while dlowing Britain to meet the short-

term domestic needs of the nation.

It is Seductively Easy to See What One Wants to See or
What One Expectsto See. %
Joe Strange

THETEN YEARRULE

In 1919, Lieutenant-General Sir Alexander Hamilton-Gordon set up the Committee on
the Organisation of the After War Army. The committee reported on 26 July 1919 and
noted that the Regular Army’s principle function was to ‘furnish the framework of the nationa
organization both for training and mobilization in the event of war.” The committee
recommended afield army of 20 divisions, each with the capability to form a second divison
during mobilization. With these additiond divisions, the nation would have over 40 divisonsin
case of war. They reasoned that compulsory home service during peacetime and volunteers

would provide the 150,000 recruits needed annually. ** Historians generaly agree thet this



committee is the genesis of the Ten Year Rule. ** The Ten Year Rule was a concept that the
British Empire would not be engaged in any great war during the next ten years and that no
Expeditionary Forceis required for military purposes. The Ten Year Rule, originating from a 15
August 1919 Cabinet meeting on future military expenditures and financid guiddines. The main
directives of the meeting held that principd functions of the military was to provide for the
Empire’ s garrisons, control the newly mandated territories under British Control and provide
support to civilian authority & home. Findly, the Cabinet meeting directed that the maximum
annua budget would be L 60 million and L 75 million for the Navy and Army/RAF
respectively. *® Author of this directive and the probable originator of the ten-year rule was
Great Britain’s Secretary of the Committee of Imperial Defence, Sir Maurice Hankey. *

The Ten Year Rule held much promise for Greet Britain in the post-World Wer |
Empire. If there were no mgor potentia enemies for ten years, the military could incur severe
cuts without significant risk. The government could now embark with a policy of domedtic,
economic and socid spending that would encourage employment, and ‘a country fit for hero's
to livein’, and perhaps most importantly, contribution to the re-election of politicians.
Oppostion to the Ten Year Rule by the services and War Office was ressted but largely to no
aval. 1n 1921-1922, the Committee on Nationa Expenditure recommended severe reductions
in the military and fully accepted the implications of the Ten Year Rule. This committee, named
after its chairman, Sir Eric Geddes, became known as the “ Geddes Axe.” The Geddes axe fell
in 1923 with sgnificant reductions in manpower (over 50,000), cuts in ancillary and auxiliary
services and budget reductions to the Army/RAF from L75 to L55 million. Additiondly, the

committee recommended that further savings (and personnd reductions) as aresult of new ams
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(such astanks) and the advent of the Roya Air Force as a substitute for troops on the ground.
45

Grest Britain tried to baance the problems of military power and the costs it inevitably
incurs with the need for domestic spending. Not al in Britain rolled over or Sgned up for the
Ten Year Rule and the massive cuts in Britain's military. J.F.C. Fuller wrote about this paradox
in1922. “Because we lack money, we cannot increase the Size of the army to fit the Empire;
consequently thereis only one thing we can do, namely, reduce the size of the Empireto fit our
Army.” He offered two solutions. *© First, abandon large tracts of the Empire, clearly not
desirable. Second, Britain could increase our present speed of military movement so that our
securities through enhanced mobility may be brought into baance with our ligbilities. By defaullt,
Great Britain opted for the first. What happened was a moderately successful political
compromise in Egypt, Trans-Jordan and Mesopotamia. In Irdland and India, the British
grudgingly gave legitimacy to nationd aspirations a the point of agun. Clearly, afailure
occurred with British policy in Persa, Turkey, South Russia (anti-Bolshevik campaign) and in
Pdedine (dill dgnificant unrest). Arguably above the only moderately successful campaign that
leveraged the technologicd revolution was in Irag where the air campaign contributed
ggnificantly to reduction in forces.

The Ten Y ear Rule became a semi-permanent feature of British foreign policy criticaly
tied to the reduction of Britain's military power. It was difficult, if not impossible, for the British
leadersin the early 1920’ sto see a hypothetica war ten yearsinto the future. With Germany
disarmed, Britain had ten yearsto raise amilitary force to ded with potentia aggresson. The

British Army was fully committed to protecting interests of the Empire and besides, the financid
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issues in reducing taxes, providing for domestic programs was more red for the present than the
potentia threat of the future. Overriding all these consderations was the security and safety
found in the series of post- WWI peace tredties. It had been awar to end al wars, the League
of Nations governed the internationa scene and Greet Britain had *Versailles and the Spirit of
Locarno.

British higtorian Brian Bond e oquently records the problem with the Ten Year Rule.

“The greatest drawbacks to the concept of a Ten Y ear Rule only became fully apparent
after itsdemise. Ten yearsis an extremedy long time in terms of internationd relations,
but a comparatively short time for alargely disarmed and pacific democracy to rearm
for amgor war againgt more than one potentia enemy. It ishard to understand how
supporters of the extension of the Rule from 1925 onwards can have deluded
themsdlves on the two vitd questions: would Britain’s potentia enemies be so
consderate as to dlow her ten years to rearm once the warning signad had been
accepted; and would she have the will power and industrid capacity to make the
tremendous effort required in time?”

VERSAILLES & LOCARNO: THE PROMISE OF PEACE

The Frg World War findly ended with the signing of the Treaty of Versailles on 28 Jun
1919 at the Hall of Mirrors, in the Palace of Versailles near Paris. When Britain, France and
the United States (known as the Triple Entente) negotiated the treaty, they did so with amost
complete carte blanche power. If Germany refused the unconditiona surrender, or any part
thereof, the Entente could occupy Germany, thus ending Germany’ s Status as a sovereign
nation. Germany was unwilling to take this risk and forced to accept the harsh and punishing
demands. Appendix 2 provides a detailed description of the Versailles Treety and explains the
provisons. The United States senate never ratified the Versailles Treaty. United States

President Woodrow Wilson incited controversy with the Fourteen Points presented to Allies
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and Germany. “® The United States President supported of global nationdistic sympathy and
determination evoked the scorn of British and French leaders during the series of conferences
leading to the Versailles Treaty signing in 1919. After WWI the United States dipped into a
generd foreign policy of isolationism and ignored European affairs not pecificaly associated
with economic issues.

The Versalles Treaty in itsdf was not the cause of World War |1, but no one can argue
that it did not result in bitterness from and economic hardship to the German people. Inthis
way, the shortsghtedness of Britain and France significantly contributed to the War that did start
in 1939. Gresat Britain and France were overly vindictivein aswdl initidly demanding $5
billion after the war and another $ 25 billion in the reparationsin 1921. After demanding
incredible financid reparations, they aso took away German territory and her only meansto
produce the economic wealth needed to pay off the reparations. By taking away Germany’s
colonies and her cod-producing territories, future income and industry could not successfully

hope to pay the debts.
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= 5
Paris Peace Conference
After defeating Germany in World War |, the victorious parties found it difficult to agree on the price
Germany should pay in war reparations. Leadersfrom the United States, Great Britain, France, and Italy met
at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 and drafted the Treaty of Versailles. The treaty mandated a number of
restrictive and compensatory measures for Germany, including massive demilitarization and financial
reparations. Representatives at the conference included, Ieft to right, British Prime Minister Lloyd George,
Italian Foreign Minister Giorgio Sonnino, French Premier Georges Clemenceau, and U. S. President
Woodrow Wilson.

UPI/BETTMANN®*

The Versallles Treaty, known as the ‘ Carthaginian Peace in England, due to the
harshness of terms it imposed on Germany. In France, the Treaty was regarded as too light
because if l€ft the German state the potentia to rebuild and threaten France. In Britain, not
everyone agreed with the harsh and dmost inhuman demands of the treaty. Leading economist
of the time, John Maynard Keynes said, “The policy of reducing Germany to servitude for a
generation, of degrading the lives of millions and depriving awhole nation of hgppiness should
be abhorrent and detestable. Nations are not authorized, by religion or by natural morasto vist
on the children of their enemies the misdoings of parents or rulers. > Additionaly, many

leadersin Britain agreed with Wington Churchill’ s view that Versalles was “ grimly polished and

27



trellised with live wires” over which the British prime minigter, Clemenceau repeatedly tripped.
°L Churchill tried in vain to dilute Britain' s draconian demands on the Germans. When
campaigning for office he often told congtituents the Germans must be clothed, sheltered, fed
and that the Allies ought not “ be drawn into extravagances by the fullness of their victory.” 2
The purpose of the treaty in broad terms was firt, to create a balanced European order
more favorable to the Allies. National demarcations of the previous Ottoman, German,
Audtrian and Russian empires were changed in favor of the Allies. Balance of power asa
European strategy had been agoa for centuries. Second, the Treaty was designed to
economically compensate France, Britain and Belgium in terms of land and reparations. Findly,
the treaty would prevent Germany from rebuilding a military cgpability that would thresten
another war of aggresson. The design of the Tregty was to enable the Alliesto stop any
German aggression before it could pose a viable threat to France, Belgium or Grest Britain.
When dedling with complex situations and uncertainty, people tend to focus on a narrow
viewpoint. Versalles alowed the Allies to become overconfident. Initsdf, Versallleswas not
definitive. Locarno and ahost of other post-WWI follow-on treaties however, followed
Vesilles. ** The tredties coupled with confidence in the League of Nations and the
overwhelming desire to return to domestic Soending; gave the Ten Year Rule heightened
legitimacy in the minds of Britain's politicd leadership. Congdered done, none of these
influences would convince reasonable leaders to make unredlistic assumptions regarding
decisgons contained in the Ten Year Rule principle. However, taken asawholg, it iseasy to see
how the “spirit of Locarno” seduced Britain and her Allies, into apost war policy that eventudly

led to WWILI.
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Anne Orde, biographer of British Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin said of the Locarno
ea
“Britain hersdf retired behind the vell of security, into aform of isolation which perssted
into the early 1930s; and disarmament, on which the whole imposing structure rested,
never came. When the Pact was tested in 1936 it broke and thought the worst was
then hidden, the reasons for its failure could not be disguised: no agreement, however
binding can last ten years without constant and careful thought. The mechanism of the
Pact rested on military strength; and there of the five partners (Britain, France and

Belgium) abandoned their strength. Baldwin was to find the fruit mere Dead Sea ashes
when he came back to

power.” >*

After initidly making a good-faith effort to comply with Versallles, Germany began a
systematic and deliberate long-term revolt againgt the provisons of Versalles. Deprived of
territory, limitations on her military and facing severe economic pendties, Germany ressted dl
three aspects of the Versallles Tresty. Germany began violating the treaty immediatey after the
ggning. The economic violations of Versallles and severe hardships to Germany's population
arewd | documented. * The minor military violations and incidents were as individua actions
inggnificant, however, taken in the context of the next twenty years proved to undermine the
very purpose of the treety. The military violations over time negated the Allies ability to enforce
Versalles while srengthening Germany’ s ability to violateit. Versallles reduced the German
military to 100,000 troops. German post-World War 1 domestic riots and demonstrations
gave the German government the legitimate need to increase her military to 200,000. *° The
domestic unrest, coupled with the growing Bolshevik threat and a host of unrelated arguments,
gave partid legitimacy to the request. Thefact is Germany never reduced her armed forces to
100,000 even after the Spa Conference in 1920. France agreed to let the Germans have until

1921 to reduce their forces and compelled Britain to agree with the occupation of the Rhineland
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by Allied forces if Germany faled to comply. Two problems with this agreement: Britain was
dready sretched militarily as demongtrated above. Additiondly, the fear and perceived threst
of Germany fdling to the Bolsheviks, was an important congderation.

On the palitical compliance sde of the Treety, the Inter Allied Control Commisson
(IACC) ingpections of Germany for severd years proved afarce. While completing inspections
from 1921 through 1925 the IACC noted that police put up little resstance, but the military
authoritiesin Germany were another story. German military authorities obstructed ingpectors to
the point that the IACC reported it was part of an organized plan. > The IACC made it clear,
as did others before it, that the Germans did not comply with the treaty, nor was there any
intention to comply. Historian Barton Whaey notes that Germany’ s covert rearmament can be
divided into three periods: disarmament (1918-1920), covert arms evasion (1920-1926) and
clandestine resrmament (1927-1935). *® During disarmament, the |ACC worked diligently and
carefully inventoried wegpons, stockpiles and equipment. Germany, as part of a ddiberate
plan, reduced the frequency and duration of inspections. During the covert arms evasion
period, Germany worked hard to stabilize military indusiry and their economy. Aircraft, tank
and other new technology were rapidly enhanced. Cooperation with Russia (aircraft) and
Finland (submarine) proved to be the order of the day. Military experimentation, research and
development were embraced later in the 1920s.

Lastly, German paramilitary groups that were banned by the Treaty actudly prospered
and matured in the 1920. Citizen ownership of gunsflourished. Post-WWI Germany saw
thousands of citizens with handguns and aggressive paramilitary training. One militant veteran's

organization the Stahlhelm (sted helmets) numbered 800,000 in the mid-1920's. It was



completed absorbed into Hitler' sfirst army with the rise of Nazi Germany in the 1930s. *°
With a population of 80 million in 1920, military manpower potentid far exceeded the combined
French and British potentid.

Thus, in 1933 when Hitler came to power in Nazi Germany, he inherited an explosve
gtuation. Germany hed ardaively smdl military but massve military potentid. Unemployment
in the 1930s contributed to this military potentid and had a sgnificant impact on potentid
indudtridization. Findly, the harshness of Versalles planned the seeds of discord that ran deep
throughout the German people. The British were shocked with the speed in which Hitler
rearmed, but they should not have been. The IACC reports made it clear snce the early 1920s
that rearmament was being carefully planned and executed. Knowledge of treety violations was
not the issue for the Allies knew well of the violations. The problem was that Britain did not
have the military capability to execute the provisons of Versallles. If she had maintained the
Armed Forces and kept pace with new technology like the tank, Britain would have been able
to ded with the Germans from a pogition of strength.

The British, during the post WWI era, rapidly disarmed their once great military power
in order to focus the nations finances on domestic concerns. Additiondly, the British
diplomatically worked to retrain and nullified France s efforts to restrain a revived and powerful
Germany. Findly, Britain ignored the repested warning of the IACC that warned of the
clandestine reermament in Germany. British historian Correlli Barnett notes:

“Britain did not merdly display a characteristic escapism and self-deception but, the

redlities of power and strategy having been left so far behind, now veered postively into

fantasy, like an unsound financier who, devoid of cash resources, deludes himsdf and
his creditors with grandiose paper transactions.” ®
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Barrnett’ s reference to grandiose paper transactions paralldl the paper transactions of
Versalles, Locarno and other post-WWI agreements. The League of Nations and dl her
peaceful initiatives were nothing without a strong military and the armed forces to back them.
The oderint dum metuant policy served Britain for centuries and gave London an Empire, on
which the sun never set. England declared peace after successve German disarmament in
1919, 1922 and 1925. Britain assumed the Ten Y ear Rule and turned to reaping the domestic
and economic benefits. Rather than assuming the role as agloba |leader and countering threets
to European peace, Britain cut her military and abdicated leadership. The seeds of neglect in
the 1920s were directly responsible for the compromises during the 1930s and resultant WWII.
Dondd Kagen eogquently notes:

“By 1940, England was dlone. Her dlies had been crushed. Itsforces had been

hammered into the ground. 1ts own cities would soon be pounded from the sky and its

ctizenskilled in their homes. With surviva on the line, Britain had no more of its own
resources to fal back on, nothing elseto bring to bear. All might have been lost—Hbut
for amiracle. When Japan bombed Pearl Harbor, Churchill knew that England would
win thewar. He can be excused for not reflecting a the moment on how little he, not to

mention England’ s other leaders, had done in the years of peace to deserve that
victory.” ®
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Chapter 3

“ There is nothing new, under the Sun.”
Ecclesagtes 1:9 *

Chapter threeis a case study designed to examine the paralelsin the United States
post-Cold War erawith Great Britain in the post-WWI era. This chapter contains examples
that demongtrate both similarities and differencesin United States policy today, compared with
Britain in the 1920s. The monograph research will examine United States defense policy in light
of Britain's experiencein the post WWI era These case studies include the imbalance of land
forces to misson capability that has existed since the end of the cold war. The study will close
with amodern version of Britain's Ten Year Plan asit appliesto the United States in the post-
Cold Wear era

THE UNITED STATESIN THE POST COLD WAR ERA

The collgpse of communism in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in 1989 marked
the end of the four-decade Cold War. ® The best-known symbol of the Cold War was the
wall separating East and West Berlin and the Iron Curtain that separated Eastern Europe from
Western Europe. The wall came down in 1989 and marked the end of the Cold War. Initidly,
the Soviet Union removed troops from Afghanistan, reduced troop strength by 500,000 and
initiated serious military reforms. Next, a series of peaceful revolutions in Eastern and Centrd
Europe disintegrated the Soviet “outer empire.” The Warsaw Pact disintegrated and East
Germany was joined with West. Thefind phase of the fal was completed in 1991 when the
Soviet Union experienced a severe economic and domestic crisis. The criss, coupled with long

dormant nationdigtic tendency of the “inner empire,” led to the break up of the Soviet Union.



On Christmas Day, 1991 the infamous Soviet hammer and sickle was lowered from the
Kremlin and replaced with the Russian flag. The Communist Party was out of power and the
Cold War was over. The United States of Americafound herself the lone superpower on earth.

Great Britain wasin asmilar pogtion a the end of WWI. She had the need, the ability
and gtated aim to organize the world in such away asto ensureit stayed peaceful, thus
providing for Her own gtability and sef interests. Thefirgt part of this Sudy demonstrated that
Britain did not have the will and vision to support her long-term interests of globa economic
Security and peace through a strong military establishment. The second part of this monograph
will demongtrate a Smilar lack of United States vison and will to accomplish the smilar gods of
globd economic security and peace through strength.

THE UNITED STATES DRAWDOWN AND IMBALANCE

The end of the Cold War marked a return to an environment of uncertainty which
American palitica leadership has not faced since the end of WWII. For thefirgt timein
decades, Congress and the President had to reevauate the nation’srole in a new world.

Should domestic concerns and the economy be brought to the forefront of government
atention? Wasthe world still adangerous place for the United States and her Allies? Did a
peace dividend exist and how much was it worth? Without a monolithic Soviet threet, had vitd
national interests changed, how s0? All these and numerous other questionsloomed. The size,
organization and modernization of the armed forces dl depend on the answers to these
important questions.

The reduction of the military began during the Reagan administration. Between 1986

and 1990, the United States military budgets and defense gppropriations were reduced by 10



percent. Thefiscd year (FY) 2000 defense budget was the first budget in 15 years that
contained arise in defense spending. FY 2000 spending corrected for inflation, represented
less than four percent of the United States gross domestic product (GDP). * This dramatic
decline in resources across dl services, coupled with high demand from a booming economy,
has made it harder to recruit high-qudity volunteers. The consequent risk of these reductions,
increased military obligations and the uncertainty inherent in the novus ordo seclorum (new
world order), is growing everyday.

During the last decade, the United States military in numbers and capatiilities has
dramatically decreased. Over the past severad years defense reductions had included 709,000
regular troops, 293,000 reserve troops, eight active divisions, 20 air wings, 232 drategic
bombers, 13 baligtic missile nuclear submarines, 500 ICBMs, 4 arcraft carriers and 121
warships. ® At the same time the United States forces continue to shrink, they are being called
on to engage in military operations on aglobd scae that is unprecedented in the nations history.
The Army, which participated in 10 mgor operationa eventsin the 31 years between 1960 and
1991, participated in 26 operationa events since the end of the Cold War. *® The Maine
Corps participation in contingency operations has increased three-fold in comparing the last ten
years with the previous ten. The Navy and Air Force are experiencing Smilar frequent, long-
term deployments.

In the few years snce the end of the Cold War, there have been three Sgnificant military
reviews. In 1990-92, then chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Generd Colin Powell initiated

the Base Force Plan. Head of the House Armed Services Committee, later named Secretary



of Defense during the Clinton Adminigtration, Les Aspin, initiated the Bottom-Up Review in
1993 and findly, in 1997 the Quadrennial Defense Review was completed.

THE BASE FORCE

Even before he took office, General Powell began to plan for change in the Pentagon in
the post-Cold War era. In aseparate effort, Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Paul
Wolfowitz developed his own concept for American strategy called the Base Force. Powell
and Wolfowitz developed converging strategies that explicitly rgected the Soviet threet asthe
measurement to judge United States military organization, structure and budgets. * Generd
Powd I’ s predictions in November 1989 anticipated the retrenchment of the Soviet Union
towards a grictly defensve posture. He wrote about his predictions regarding the Soviet
Union,

No Soviet Forces in Eastern Europe, Warsaw Pact replaced, East Germany gone, Al

Eagtern-bloc “ neutrd states with multiparty systems, Germany reunified and Berlin

undivided...Of course, trouble spots would persst and | identified them as*“Korea,

L ebanon, the Persan Gulf and Philippines. Considering potentid U.S. involvement, |

listed two places, “Korea and the Persian Gulf.”

Genera Powd |’ s base force concept then went on to anticipate the drawdown from a 550 ship
Navy to 450 ships, troop strengths in Europe reduced from 300,000 to 75,000 and the active
duty Army reduced from 760,000 tot 525,000. The Marines, Air Force and reserves would be
cut aswell. ™ With few modifications, the Base Force concept was adopted in the summer of
1990. President Bush adopted this new strategy for the post-Cold War era. Aslrag was

invading Kuwait on 2 Aug 1990, he announced:

“Inaworld less driven by an immediate threat to Europe and the danger of agloba
war---in aworld where the size of our forces will increasingly be shaped by the needs



of regiona contingencies and peacetime presence---we know that our forces can be

smaller. We caculate that by 1995 our security needs can be met by an active force 25

percent smaler than today’s. America s armed forceswill be at their lowest level since

1950." ™

Additiondly, Presdent Bush siressed continued investment, research and development
to maintain the technologica edge and counteract potential adversaries * strength in numbers'.
Because the base force maintained a sgnificant percent of the Cold War strength and did not
present a significant “peace dividend,” it has been criticized as short Sghted and alegecy of the
Cold War force structure. What the base force concept does provide is the ability to deal with

two, nearly smultaneous, mgjor regiond contingencies (MRC).

BOTTOM UP REVIEW

One of the most vocal critics of the base for ce concept was Congressman Les Aspin,
Chairman of the U.S. House Armed Services Committee, and a Democrat from Wisconsin.
Like British politicians dmost a century before, the incentive to increase domestic spending was
too great to resst. An essentid fault in the base force concept according to Aspin, was that it
could not be politically justified. Because the future is inherently unpredictable, the base force
had no way to identify America s future enemies. Aspin’s gpproach to the post-Cold War
srategy was to assume no starting force structure. The gpproach examined the probable
missions of the armed forces, assessed field commander’ s requirements and then calculated the
force structure and equipment needed to accomplish the missons. This methodology became
known as the bottom up review (BUR) and as Aspin argued, it was the antithetical to the
administration’s approach that had been atop-down effort. > Agpin'splansinitialy called for

continued cuts to the armed forces and essentidly recommend a one MRC-force structure.
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Aspin’s srategy put the United States into a reactive defense posture. 1t assumed the United
States would repel aggressors only after they attacked and the missions of the armed forces
would be primarily for conducting limited humanitarian operations. Proponents for the base
force judtified their logic by emphasizing the role of the Armed Forces as amore active onein
shaping regiond policy and the internationa environment. Secretary of Defense, Richard (Dick)
Cheney argued that:

Shaping our future security environment means more than Smply accounting for changes
in anticipated threats. World events have repeatedly defied even near-term predictions.
In early 1989, no one predicted Eastern Europe would escape Soviet domination by
Thanksgiving. In early 1990 no one predicted the Americawould be headed for war
by Labor Day or that haf amillion troops would be in Saudi Arabiaby New Year's
1991. Inearly 1991, few predicted the Soviet Union would be gone by Christmas. In
earlier times, we have failed to predict Soviet development of atomic weapons, Sputnik,
the North Korean invasion or the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. All are significant
falures of prediction of mgor eventsin avery short time frame. Astime lengthens, as
we have to ded with longer time horizons our capacity to predict grow even less
precise.

The higtory of the United States is replete with instances of mgjor, unanticipated
drategic shifts over five, ten or twenty year time frame. Sophidticated, modern military
forces take many yearsto build and develop. Proper appreciation for uncertainty is
therefore a critica part of any realigtic defense strategy that builds forces that are going
to dlow usto ded with crises five, ten or twenty years hence,

We cannot base our future security on a shaky record of trying to predict threats
or a prudent recognition of uncertainty. Sound defense planning seeks to help shape the
future, to actudly dter the future. And, that’s what the Presdent’ s regiond defense
drategy seeksto do. "

Secretary Cheney argued the BUR and any system of defense that was based on visible
threat had to be fundamentally wrong. More than just capabilities based defense, he argued that
American defense policy must shape the regiond and globd environment. In testimony before
the House Armed Services Committee, of which Les Aspin chaired, Cheney cautioned, “1 want

to remind the committee that never---never in this century have we every gone through one of



these periods of downszing the force and doneit right.” Cheney noted that the Nationa
Military Strategy concluded with a quotation from Wington S. Churchill:
“The conventiona wisdom is that war istoo foolish, too fantadtic to be thought of in the
20™ century. Civilization has climbed above such perils. The inter-dependence of

nations, the sense of public law has rendered such nightmaresimpossible....Areyou
quite sure? Pity to be wrong.”

For the moment, the Bush Administration had won. The base force became the
blueprint for American defense palicy in the post-Cold War era. This strategy supported the
premise that America should actively engage in shaping the internationd environment and
needed substantial military forcesto do so. President Clinton gppointed Aspin as the Secretary
of Defensein 1993. Aspin immediately undertook aradica review of the Pentagon and post
Cold War policy. During the next few years, defense budget cuts, missons and requirements of
al servicesincreased. The base redignment efforts of the Pentagon and some in Congress were
only margindly successful, leaving an infrastructure burden on the military budgets. Aspin's
controversia plan was partialy adopted by Congress.”* Neverthdless, Aspin’s review resulted
in few force-structure changes. Since 1993 a number studies have determined the same resullt,
that a2-MRC' s requirement isvaid. ” Congress did however, adopt one significant provision
Aspin's BUR drategy. They wrote into law the requirement for an assessment of military needs
and dtrategies by DoD and services every four years (the quadrennia defense review (QDR),).

THE QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE REVIEW

By 1996 when Secretary of Defense William Cohen arrived at the Pentagon, the QDR
was well underway. Gradud cuts had reduced the military to below base-force levels. During

the next four years, stlagnant defense budgets had a profound impact on readiness and
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modernization of major equipment in the Pentagon came to a virtua standstill. ™ Recently, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Genera Henry Shelton, has called the 1997 QDR a flawed study.
" Generd Shdton wants the new Adminigtration to set strategic goals and then let Pentagon
officids caculate the Size and type force needed to achieve those gods. The 1997 QDR came
to the fundamenta conclusion that the United States should be prepared to fight two nearly
smultaneous mgor regiond contingencies. It dso recommended aggressive modernization of
equipment and mgor wegpons programs and continued efforts towards administrative/logistics
efficency. Findly, the 1997 QDR recommended that DoD policy and missions should continue
with the BUR force structure.

While no andogy is perfect, there are numerous Smilarities between the gpproach the
United States has taken regarding defense policy compared with that of Greet Britain after
WWI. Asdemondtrated above in the discussion of defense palicy following the end of the Cold
War, the reduction of military forces and budget exceeded the nation’s capabilities. Ways,
means and ends were uncoordinated. The armed forces were smaller in both number of units
and percentage of gross national product than they had been since before WWII. Policy
makers fell into the same trap that caught the British in the 1920s. This trgp was the assumption
that demohilization could only be successful if the Size and budget of the force after the war was
sndler than it had been maintained a, during thewar. Y€, the globa stage in the 1920s and
1990s had changed dramaticaly. The comprehensive base-force strategy demanded that the
philosophica basis for America s future considered the fundamenta role the United States
would play in world affairs. Thisrole would drive the strategy into the most serious challenges

to that role, which turned out to be ‘regiond aggresson on alarge sca€e . Although the base



force concept did not adequately provide the force structure to fight the 2-MRC option, it did
recognize the principle aslegitimate. The BUR, 97 QDR and resultant budgetary neglect during
the padt five years represents an incongruity between military and foreign policy.
Thisdivergenceisidentical to Greet Britain in the 1920s when it let its military fal to
dangerous level consdering Her Imperid requirements. The post-WWI environment demanded
troops on aglobd scade to further Britain'sinterests. The League of Nations, Versaillesand
France dl sgnaed the need for strong British armed forces to ded with a growing Wiemar and
later Nazi threat. These requirements, coupled with British economic interestsin the Far Eadt,
Mediterranean and Ireland demanded well-trained, deployable and ready forces in sufficient
number to protect Great Britain'sinterests. Only after the requirements for forces are identified,
should condderation be given to economic, domestic politics and other factors. Sometimes, this
ddicate balance cannot be achieved. Like British strategy after WWI, the modern-day
American BUR rgected serious condderation for globa engagement and shaping. United
States foreign policy was reactionary to threats just like Britain's policy was in the 1920s. Like
the British in the Middle-East, Ada and Mediterranean, the American military has no desireto
be the “world's policeman.” Today, United States Armed Forces are often caled into police
actions like Somdlia, Haiti and the Balkans, which resultsin anaturd oppogtion. Intuitively, the
incrementalism on agloba scae with numerous deployments degrades the American armed
forces ability to fight and win amgor regiond contingency. Perhaps no better implication exists
than found in the budget cuts that repeatedly siphoned funds out of the services training dollars
in the 1990s to fund peace keeping operations in the Bakans. Like Gresat Britain, resources for

defense and foreign policy were determined before a comprehensive strategy was determined.
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In both cases, the operational tempo (OPTEMPO) of forces continues, year after year with the
budgetary shortfdls accumulating. The BUR and 97 QDR hamstrung the United Statesinto a
long-term pattern Smilar to that of Great Britain in the 1920s. As demonstrated in the first part
of this monograph, this pattern played a critica role in the downfall of the British armed forces
and directly led to ther great afliction during WWII.

NEW TEN YEAR PLAN

The Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) introduced in the post-Cold War era of the
1990s cdlled for the technologica dependence Smilar to Greet Britain after WWI. Recal
during the Chanak crisis above that Greet Britain depended on a series of technologica
advantages to cut troop levels. Today, Smilar American faith in the promise of technology is
responsible for the troop strength drawdown and an extravagant, over-priced infatuation that
continues to invest defense dollars into high-priced but low relevance technology. Appendix 7
contains adetalled list of books, articles and web sites on defense spending and the magnetic
enchantment of technology. " On 30 May 2000, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of taff,
Generd Shelton rdleased Joint Vision (JV) 2020 announcement that extends, refines and builds
on an earlier Joint Vision (JV) 2010. ™ JV 2020 is the natural follow-on to the Department of
Defense (DoD) plan for the future. JV 2020 continues emphasis on four JV 2010 operational
concepts—dominant maneuver, precision engagement, focused logistics and full
dimensional protection—that the military must gpply to achieve full spectrum dominance. V
2020, however, emphasi zes three factors centrd to the success of full spectrum dominance.

These factors are interoperability, innovation and decision superiority. Asacentra
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hypothesis, JV 2020 maintains the United States will face no peer competitor for the next ten
years. In discussng this very topic Kagan and Kagan, write:
The concept of a“drategic pauss” and the notion that the United States will face no
major threats before 2010, probably before 2020, is adangerous... It makesit easy to
dretch out acquisition, research and devel opment on the grounds that the United States
isdill “way ahead” of any potentia aggressor. Worse ill, it supports the increasingly
widespread belief that current force structure is, if anything, extravagant for dealing with
this ‘relatively secure’ period.
But the most dangerous part of the argument urges the United States to be prepared to
fight only the next world cataclysm—not to be ready to head it off thought deterrence
or by aswift, devastating response to nip agrowing threet in the bud.
As Britain experienced a century ago, the Ten Y ear Rule locked them into a false sense of
security. Initidly in the 1920s, the Ten Y ear Rule was alegitimate part of foreign policy. Over
time however, the “rule’ become entrenched in minds of British political leadership and by the
1930sit wastoo late. Nava and air forces acquisition cycles are difficult to correct in less than
ten years. Great Britain learned the hard way and noted by historian Bond in the first part of
this monograph, the Ten Year Rulewas hard to resst. Ten yearsis adangeroudy, long timein
the shifting and ever-changing horizon of globd politics and internationa security. Technologies
in the 1990s make it even more dangerous with the advent of weapons of mass destruction and
the means to ddiver them. The following discusson of this monograph will examine afew of the

maost prominent threets to this long-term internationa security and discuss Americd sfallurein

dedling with globd engagemen.
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United States experiencesin dedling with Irag and North Korea since the end of the
Cold War, provides the finad analogy with Great Britain in this monograph. Similar to the peace
resulting a Versallles, the series of American backed United Nations (UN) resolutions after the
Pergan Gulf War dicited hatred, resentment and revenge in the Iragi people. Other amilarities
between Irag and Germany lie in the fact that no territories were occupied, the capital was not
seized and the Army that was not totally destroyed. Both victories led to the imposition of
terms that were harsh in terms of wegpons control, economic sanctions and financid
punishment. There ill is no long-term plan for peaceful conditionsin the Mid-East. On 8 April
1991, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 687 that detailed peace terms for the Iraqi
government following the Gulf War. ® Like the Versalles Treaty in 1919, the imposition of
terms on Iraq included restrictions on her military but not in specific numbers to troops or
organization. The resolution mandated the dismantling of Iraq's balistic missiles and established
“no-fly” zones that redtrict her air forces. More importantly, the resolution, reprinted in
Appendix four, linked the lifting of economic sanctions to the provisons for inspecting Irag's
ability to produce, deploy or employ chemicd, biologicd or nuclear wegpons. Like Germany
after Versdlles, snce 1991, Irag has engaged in a series of numerous smdl violations of which
none were likely to evoke amassve response from codition forces. Like the Germansin the
1920s, the Iragj’ s for the next decade, would execute a series of minor perennia flash-ups.®
This pattern is so routine that CENTCOM leaders and soldiers call them the “ Annua Spool
Exercise” Appendix 5 provides a detalled listing of some of the more significant excursions that

violate UN Resolution 687.



Likethe IACC in the post-WWI era, the UN created a United Nations Specid
Commission (UNSCOM) to conduct on-gte ingpections of Iragi biological, chemicad and
nuclear dtes. The UNSCOM would aso oversee the destruction of wegpons of mass
degtruction. The commission was met with hostility and violence from the day it Started
atempting to completeitsmisson in Irag. Starting in June of 1991, the Iragi government has
repeatedly stalled inspectors and concedled critical violations of the UN resolution. # In 1995
Generd Hussain Kamd Hussain, the former chief of Irag’s Military Indudtridization
Corporation, which oversees the development of nuclear, biologicd and chemical weapons
programs, defected to Jordan. Hussein Kamel’s defection revealed documentation that proved
the Iraq was pressing hard to develop chemical, biological and nuclear programs. # Likethe
IACC, dmost a century before by mid-1996 the UNSCOM team was deliberately deceived
and by the end of 1998, Saddam Hussein banned UNSCOM from Irag. The codlition
response was Operation Desert Fox, an extengve four-day bombing campaign designed to
punish the Iragi regime and inflict damage to their chemicd, biologica and nuclear programs.

NORTH KOREA

The second andogy to post-WWI Greet Britain exigts in the dedlings between the
United States with North Koreain the mid-1990s. The incident almost led to war in 1994 with
North Korea' s development of nuclear and balistic missile potentia. With the fal of the Soviet
Union, North Korealost financid and diplomatic power on the world's stage. Relaions with
Chinachilled in the early 1990s leaving North Koreain an isolated and economicaly devastated
position. In 1993, North Korea discovered that continued nuclear proliferation and

development was a trump card in dedling with the West, specificdly the United States. In



dedling with the United States, North Korea s nuclear threat provides another andogy to post
WWI Great Britain and a superb lesson on how not to dedl with rogue nations.

Since early 1993, Pyongyang had used its nuclear program as a barganing chip for
recoghition, security assistance and economic assistance from the United States. ® For the
decade before the crigs, there had been a generd thawing of relations between North Korea
and the West. Thisdl changed when the United State obtained firm evidence of the North
Korea effort to develop nuclear wegpons. In May and June of 1992 the North Korean
government lied and concedled evidence from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
of their development of a nuclear program. With access to sophisticated American laboratories,
the IAEA presented firm evidence of weapons-grade plutonium that could not be extracted out
of the “energy-producing” nuclear efforts of Soviet sponsored light water reactors (LWR), in
North Koreasince 1986. Before obtaining Soviet assstance for the LWR, North Korea had
sgned the Nuclear Proliferation Treety (NPT). The IAEA officidsidentified two potentia
nuclear sites near the' Y ongbyon compound about 60 kilometers north of Pyongyang. United
States satdllite imagery reveded patterns at the Y ongbyon compound smilar to nuclear waste
sites used in the Soviet Union and Irag. % Concerned with the mounting evidence of anuclear
program in North Korea, IAEA director, Hans Blix called for specid inspections of the
suspected LWR gtes. Throughout the rest of 1992 tensions mounted from a series of incidents
in which both North Korea and the United States raised the stakes. North Korea threatened to
withdraw from the NPT when pressed by the IAEA and western countries for on Site ingpection

of the LWR fadilities



The United States, reminiscent of the British actions after WWI chose the sane option
to negotiate with North Korea (Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea- DPRK). Just days
before North Korea was to withdraw from the NPT, United States negotiator Robert L.
Gdlucc (Assgant Secretary of State for Politica-Military Affairs) met with The North Korean
deputy Foreign Minister, Kang Sok Ju. One day before the deadline, a“joint statement”
between the United States and DPRK announced that North K orea would suspend,
indefinitdy, their withdrawa from the NPT. In exchange, the United States assured the DPRK
that it would not used armed forces, nuclear wegpons nor threaten such use against North
Koreaand agreed to a continued bilateral dialogue with Pyongyang. &

Almost immediately, the compromises reminiscent of Great Britain and the Versallles
began. Initidly, the North Koreans asked if the West could provide LWR facilitiesin order to
abandon the existing reactors. In severa months, North Korea offered that to stay in the NPT
and submit to IAEA ingpections if economic sanctions were lifted and United States “ Team
Spirit” exercises ended. Washington offered a two-phase ded. Phase one, North Korea
alows IAEA ingpections and renews dia ogue with the South while the United States cancels
the 1994 Team Spirit Exercise. In phase two, IAEA inspections of the two LWR ste be
permitted and the United States would offer diplomatic recognition, trade and investment
concessions. At this point in 1994, a combination of press releases, congressiond activity,
deployment of Patriot Missle Defense systems, the IAEA continued pressing for ingpections,
South Koreda' s hard stance and the intranggence of the DPRK—Ied to the brink of war on the

Peninaula.
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The IAEA insgted throughout the criss that on-dte ingpections of the LWR facilities
were essentid to ensure that nuclear materid was not diverted to bomb production. The IAEA
was looking to verifying the spread of nuclear materias, which was an essentid part of thelr
charter. The United States, fixated by the danger of war in Korea, saw the need to bring the
DPRK back to the bargaining table regardless of the costs. In abandoning the IAEA position
however, Washington was sanctioning the DPRK keeping the unknown number of weapons-
grade plutonium it dready had devel oped with the potentid to build a smdl, but none the less,
sgnificant stockpile of nuclear wegpons. In aletter to Congress from Benjamin Gilman,
Chairman of the Congressiona Committee Members of the Speaker's North Korea Advisory
listed five dangerous issues from the 1994 North Korean incident that have never been
adequatdly addressed (afull copy of the letter can be found in Appendix 6):

Current United States policy is not effectively addressing the threat posed by North
Korean wegpons of mass destruction, missiles and their proliferation.

United States assistance sustains a repressive and authoritarian regime, and is not
effectively monitored.

Current United States policy does not effectively address the issues posed by
internationa crimina activity of the North Korean government, such as narcotics
trafficking, support for internationd terrorism and counterfeiting.

Current United States policy does not effectively advance internationally recognized
gtandards of human rights in North Koreg, including liberating political prisoners and
abolishing prisons for hungry children.

Current United States policy does not effectively encourage the political and economic
liberalization of North Korea.

Thefind report to congressin 1999 on the Y ongbyon facilities included the following

ominous satement:



The fate of the 8,000 spent fuel rods from the 25-megawatt reactor at Y ongbyon that
are being stored in canisters remains unresolved. The 1994 Agreed Framework
prohibits reprocessing of the fuel rods, but does not specify where they ultimately will be
disposed. The rods contain about 25-30 kilograms of plutonium; enough for four to five
bombs if North Korea decides to take action to reprocess them. %
Under the threat of ‘war,” the NPT issue was |ess serious than the threst of tens of thousands of
American casudties and hundreds of Korean casudties, not to mention the estimated $ 60
Billion it would cost. %

Former President Carter brokered a diplomatic solution to the crisis that is reminiscent
of the numerous compromises after Versailles. The agreement committed the DPRK to alow
the IAEA inspectors a the LWR dtes so long as good faith efforts are ongoing between the
United States and DPRK. The ded was actually acompromise, “in return for Western help,
Pyongyang would agree to negotiate with Washington but not IAEA.”

The threat of nuclear proliferation was indeed a great diplomatic invesment for the
DPRK. Injus afew months, North Korea accomplished a diplomatic coup. At little or no
cogts they became the focus of international attention and obtained major concessions from the
United States for modern nuclear technology. Additiondly, they received the promise of mgor
trade benefits, fud delivery and long-term diplomatic relations. The IAEA, North Kored s only
nemesis and true threat, was eliminated from the diplomatic equation. Further developments
after 1994 would prove that in the event of DPRK's development of long rang baligtic missle
capabilities, North Korea would receive more concessions.

The United States experience in this Korean crigs makes it clear, as Greet Britain

learned dmogt a century ago, there is no subdtitute for a strong military. A strong armed force

that can overwhelm and reinforce makes the thought of “nuclear blackmail,” unthinkable. By
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1994, United States military ground forces dready reduced to 525,000 had nullified the ability
to rapidly engage in Korea. Today, American ground forces (Army and Marines) are a the
lowest levels since pre-World War I1. Does anyone think it probable that amgjor contingency
operation in North Korea would not encourage further action by the Iragi’s or other rouge
nations? Condgdered with the sgnificant ground force commitment in the Bakans, itisamog a
guarantee.

DIFFERENCES IN THE ANALOGY

Greset Britain after WWI, faced massive financid chalenges that resulted from the globa
war. Invesment gradualy migrated from England to Japan and the United States in the post-
WWI era exasperating the problems of aworldwide economic depression, unemployment and
the strong poalitica pressure for domestic spending. The financid effort required for Greet Britain
in the post post-WWI erato maintain their military strength at levels demanded by the Empire
would have been Herculean. The gold supply mentioned earlier, foreign investment and
economic decline of the British economy dl were detrimenta to Greet Britain maintaining her
armed forces strong enough to provide for the Empire. The investment needed for globa
engagement would have been an overbearing domestic chalenge. Britain in the 1920s dso had
to endure the emotiond impact of the recent world war. This “recent calamity” syndrome made
it dmost impossible for Britain'sleading political and military leeders to implement a globa
engagement policy. Political leadership, who legitimately wished to make England a nation *fit
for heroes', consstently ignored military problems until the mid-1930s when it was too late to

remedy the deteriorated state of her Armed Forces.



America on the other hand, is a nation enjoying the most powerful economic prosperity
in the history of the world. In 1999, the gross domestic product (GDP) of the United Statesis
larger than the world' s ninety smalest nations added together. During the 1996-99 economic
crigs, which devastated many Pacific Rim and other nations, the United States' economy
arguably flew the globa economic arplane on her one powerful engine. Today, the United
States Congress and Adminigration are not talking about five-year tax cut plan; the tax-cut
issueisafait accompli. At thetime of thiswriting, debate now centers on how many trillions of
dollars that will be involved in the find tax cut. The United States economy could easily, by
comparison with Great Britain in the 1920s, endure the military forces needed to support a
redigtic globd engagement foreign palicy.

Another Sgnificant difference is the geographic isolation enjoyed by the United States.
Great Britain on the other hand, has dways been dominated by Europe as noted by British
higtorian, Correlli Barnett in, The Collapse of British Power:

“From the cliffs of Dover on aclear day it ispossbleto seeagray rim of land shutting in

the south-eastern horizon. It is not the coastline of Asia; nor of Japan; nor of Arabia,

Africaor AdaMinor, but of Europe. England lies only twenty-two miles from the

European shore. Simple, obvious, indeed well known afact asthiswas, the English

were prone from time to time to forget dl the implication which it bore for English policy

and strategy. %
While isolated by the sea and dominated by Europe, Britain's Imperid boarders were not
secure and required sufficient armed forces to secure and shape the globa economic and
security environment throughout the Empire. Unlike Grest Britain, the United States enjoys two

secure boarders to the North and South.  She has thousands of miles of ocean to isolate Her

from potentia rogue nations. Thisisolation enjoyed by the United States affords an advantage
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in internationd foreign policy and homeland security that did not exist for Greet Britain.
Increasingly, technology is offsatting the advantage of isolation. Another sgnificant difference
between Great Britain and the United States the fact that Greet Britain, in the years after WWI
enjoyed having the United States as an dly. Even in the post WWI era, the industrid and
populations of the United States, a smilar Western democracy with many parallel globa
interests, provided afallsafe that could turn the tidein World War I1. No such advantage exists
for the United States today.

Thefind differencein the andogy is found in technology, which can be atwo edged
sword. The German threat posed to Great Britain in the 1920s hardly seemed significant
consdering the economic and military disaster of WWI. Today, the United States hardly
consders athreat from North Korea or Irag as legitimate when taken in the context of a narrow
view that focuses on ‘reaction’ to threats against our people or homeland. However, the United
States vita, globd interests must be broader than merdly being areective player in the globa
community. Astheworld's ‘indispensable nation’ the United States must consider the global
economic trade, world politics and dlies interests when considering threats to American
interests. Nuclear proliferation in North Korea coupled with the 1998 intermediate-range
testing of No Dong 111 missile technology presents athreet to the politica and economic stability
of the Pacific Rim. The No Dong |1l missile testing demongtrated that it can reach the Sate of
Hawaii. Pacific Rim nations comprise about one third of the total United States foreign trade—
clearly avitd naiond interest. While the DPRK assures the west thet they are abiding by the
provisons of the 1994 “Agreed Framework,” their record of accomplishment does not dicit

much confidence. At thiswriting, the DPRK is again threstening to withdraw from the NPT.
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Additiondly, no UN inspectors have set foot in Iraq for five years. Recent diplomatic efforts by
the Secretary of State, Generd (Ret.) Colin Powd |l indicates that the United Statesis
conddering apolicy of limited lifting of UN sanctionsin Irag. The chemicd, biologica and
nuclear programs have gone unchecked for years by atyrant whose record sands as a

testimony of deceit, lies and broken promises.



Chapter 4 Conclusion:

“ Only the dead, have seen the end of war,”  Plato.

Americd s military, economic and diplomatic Stuation in 1991 resembled Great Britain's
in1919. Like the British after WWI, rather than reduce globa commitments, the end of the
cold war saw an increase in anumber of small interests many that would demand the use of
military force. The genera expectation that the collapse of the Soviet Union would entitle a
quid pro quo “peace dividend’ and ardaxation in foreign affairs and a strong military
engagement policy was and dill is, dangeroudy wrong. It isvitd that the United States maintain
peace and tability in the Middle Eagt, Pacific Rim, Europe and globdly in places wherever
economic and dlied interests are found. Foreign policy however, cannot be reactive, it must
shape the ‘brave new world’ through a balanced approach to economic, diplomatic and
informationa activities. Mogt importantly, as the British learned amost a century ago, a srong
military capability and the will power to use force to engage the internationa environment must
back foreign policy. While Great Britain’s oderint dum metuant policy of the 19" Century
may be too draconian for the democratic United States in the 21% Century, Britain's minimum
force of aheavy hand with restraint holds significant value. The collgpse of the Soviet Union
destabilized many regionsin theworld. Former Soviet client states, like Irag, were freeto
exercise regiond attempts for hegemony. The Persan Gulf War ensued. In the Caucasus,
horrific and violent warfare, anarchy and ethnic cleansing engulfed the region. The Caucasus
containing 40 percent of the world’ s natura gas and 70 percent of the worlds known oil

reserves endured over 100,000 dead and 1.25 million refugees since 1990. ** No region of



the now defunct Soviet Union equaed the Caucasus in demongrating how *bloody and messy’
the death of alarge empire can be. # In Eastern Europe, nationdistic tendencies and racia
hatred which was long dormant under the iron rule of the USSR now emerged in states such as
Y ugodavia, with a bruta and destabilizing regiond impact. * Chinawas free from the long-
term massive military concern on her northern border. North Korea, deprived of Soviet
military, economic and political support after the Cold War, turned to nuclear and missile
technology. % The sdf-balancing, bipolar-sphere of United States versus USSR global politics,
exploded into many controversid and ungtable regions. ¥ In the near-term, as demonstrated
by Gresat Britain dmost a century before, the United States would need a much more active
foreign policy. This monograph demongrates, a srong, well-trained and modernized military
force to back the multitude of United States strategic interests cannot be substituted by wishful
thinking, treaties, the promise of technology or anew-age Ten Year Rule. Thetimeto engage

and shape the future globa geopalitica environment is now.



Appendix 1

Summary of war casualties

Thisis asummary of the war casudties suffered by the British army, by thestre from 4™ August

1914 to 30" September 1918.
Killed in action
Theatre died fromwounds Wounded Missing, including prisoners
died from other causes
France 510,821 1,523,332 236,573
Itay 2071 4,689 344
Dardanelles 18,688 47,128 7,525
Saonika 9,668 16,837 2,778
M esopotamia 15,230 19,449 3,581
Egypt 14,763 29434 2,951
East Africa 1,269 534 62
Afghanistan 120 152 2
North Russia
and Viadivostok | 458 143
Other Theatres 508 461 217
Totals 573,497 1,642,469 |254,176

Note: Figurestaken from Britain and the First World War; Edited by John Turner. SBN 0044451091.
Published by Unwin Hyman Ltd, 1988.




Appendix 2

Key Provisonsof theVersaillesTreaty =

The population and territory of Germany was reduced by 10 percent.

Alsace and Lorraine were returned to France.

The Saarland region was placed under the supervision of the League of Nations until
1935.

Three smdl northern German areas were given to Belgium.

Northern Schleswig was returned to Denmark form Germany.

The Polish borders were withdrawn, West Prussa and a corridor to the Bdltic were
added and part of Upper Silesa.

AudtriasHungary was taken apart, reforming as independent countries, Serbian, Croatia,
Slovenes (renamed Y ugodaviain 1929), Austria and Hungary.

Danzig was declared afree city, independent of any nation.

Germany oversees colonies were given over to Allied nations.

Germany was compelled to sgn and acknowledge a humiliating war guilt clause, which
meade the country liable for dl reparations to the Allied nations.

Kaser Wilhelm 11 was accused of war crimes and guaranteed afair trid and the right
was reserved to bring othersto trial. No trids took place for War Crimes, Wilhem fled
to Holland who declined to extradite him.

The Germany army was limited to a 100,000 Army and its generd staff abolished.

The production of wegpons of war was ether prohibited (as in the case of tanks, poison
gas, arplanes, submarines) or severely curtailed.

The Rhindand was declared a demilitarized zone and the occupation lasted into the late
1920s.

Massve financid reparations to be determined in 1921 by committee, until determined
Germany would pay $ 5 hillion, due 1 May 1921.

Author’s note: in 1921, the Reparations Committee determined that Germany should pay atotd
of $ 32 ¥ hillion by 1963.
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Appendix 3

VI.

VII.

PRESIDENT WILSON: FOURTEEN POINTS®

Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after which there shdl be no private
internationa understandings of any kind but diplomacy shdl proceed dways frankly and
in the public view.

Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas, outside territorid waters, dike in peace
and in war, except as the seas may be closed in whole or in part by international action
for the enforcement of internationa covenants.

Theremova, s0 far as possible, of al economic barriers and the establishment of an
equdity of trade conditions among dl the nations consenting to the peace and
asociating themsalves for its maintenance.

Adeguate guarantees given and taken that nationa armaments will be reduced to the
lowest point consistent with domestic safety.

A free, open-minded, and absolutely impartia adjustment of al colonia claims, based
upon a gtrict observance of the principle that in determining al such questions of
sovereignty the interests of the populations concerned must have equa weight with the
equitable clams of the government whose title isto be determined.

The evacuation of dl Russan territory and such a settlement of dl questions affecting
Russa aswill secure the best and freest cooperation of the other nations of the world in
obtaining for her an unhampered and unembarrassed opportunity for the independent
determination of her own political development and nationd policy and assure her of a
gncere welcome into the society of free nations under ingtitutions of her own choosing;
and, more than awelcome, assistance aso of every kind that she may need and may
hersdlf desire. The treatment accorded Russa by her sister nations in the months to
come will be the acid test of their good will, of their comprehension of her needs as
distinguished from their own interests, and of their intelligent and unselfish sympathy.

Belgium, the whole world will agree, must be evacuated and restored, without any
atempt to limit the sovereignty which she enjoysin common with al other free nations.
No other single act will serve asthiswill serve to restore confidence among the naions
in the laws which they have themsdlves set and determined for the government of their
relations with one another. Without this hedling act the whole structure and vdidity of
internationd law isforever impaired.



VIII.

XI.

XIl.

XIII.

XIV.

All French territory should be freed and the invaded portions restored, and the wrong
doneto France by Prussiain 1871 in the matter of Alsace-Lorraine, which has unsettled
the peace of the world for nearly fifty years, should be righted, in order that peace may
once more be made securein the interest of all.

A readjustment of the frontiers of Italy should be effected dong clearly recognizable
lines of netiondlity.

The peoples of AustriasHungary, whose place among the nations we wish to see
safeguarded and assured, should be accorded the freest opportunity to autonomous
development.

Rumania, Serbia, and Montenegro should be evacuated; occupied territories restored;
Serbia accorded free and secure access to the sea; and the relations of the severa
Bakan states to one another determined by friendly counsd dong higtoricaly
edablished lines of dlegiance and nationdity; and international guarantees of the politica
and economic independence and territorid integrity of the severd Bakan states should
be entered into.

The Turkish portion of the present Ottoman Empire should be assured a secure
sovereignty, but the other nationdities which are now under Turkish rule should be
assured an undoubted security of life and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of
autonomous development, and the Dardanelles should be permanently opened as afree
passage to the ships and commerce of al nations under internationa guarantees.

An independent Polish state should be erected which should include the territories
inhabited by indisputably Polish populations, which should be assured a free and secure
access to the sea, and whose poalitical and economic independence and territoria
integrity should be guaranteed by international covenant.

A genera assocition of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the

purpose of affording mutua guarantees of palitica independence and territorid integrity
to great and smdl aes dike.
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Appendix 4
UN Security Council Resolution 687 (Demandson Iraq), 8 April 1991

1. Affirmsall thirteen resolutions noted above, except as expressly changed below to achieve the goals of
thisresolution, including aformal cease-fire;

A
2. Demands that Irag and Kuwait respect the inviolability of the international boundary and the allocation of
islands set out in the "Agreed Minutes Between the State of Kuwait and the Republic of Iraq Regarding the
Restoration of Friendly Relations, Recognition and Related Matters", signed by them in the exercise of their
sovereignty at Baghdad on 4 October 1963 and registered with the United Nations and published by the
United Nations in document 7063, United Nations, Treaty Series, 1964,
3. Calls upon the Secretary-General to lend his assistance to make arrangements with Iraq and Kuwait to
demarcate the boundary between Iraq and Kuwait, drawing on appropriate material, including the map
transmitted by Security Council document S/22412 and to report back to the Security Council within one
month;
4. Decides to guarantee the inviolability of the above-mentioned international boundary and to take as
appropriate all necessary measures to that end in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations;

B
5. Requests the Secretary-General, after consulting with Irag and Kuwait, to submit within three daysto the
Security Council for its approval aplan for theimmediate deployment of a United Nations observer unit to
monitor the Khor Abdullah and ademilitarized zone, which is hereby established, extending ten kilometres
into Iraq and five kilometres into Kuwait from the boundary referred to in the "Agreed Minutes Between the
State of Kuwait and the Republic of Iraq Regarding the Restoration of Friendly Relations, Recognition and
Related Matters" of 4 October 1963; to deter violations of the boundary through its presencein and
surveillance of the demilitarized zone; to observe any hostile or potentially hostile action mounted from the
territory of one State to the other; and for the Secretary-General to report regularly to the Security Council
on the operations of the unit, and immediately if there are serious violations of the zone or potential threats
to peace;
6. Notes that as soon as the Secretary-General notifies the Security Council of the completion of the
deployment of the United Nations observer unit, the conditions will be established for the Member States
cooperating with Kuwait in accordance with resolution 678 (1990) to bring their military presencein Iraq to
an end consistent with resolution 686 (1991);

C
7. Invites Iraq to reaffirm unconditionally its obligations under the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the
Usein War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed
at Genevaon 17 June 1925, and to ratify the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, of 10 April
1972,
8. Decides that Irag shall unconditionally accept the destruction, removal, or rendering harmless, under
international supervision, of:
(a) All chemical and biological weapons and all stocks of agents and all related subsystems and components
and all research, development, support and manufacturing facilities;
(b) All ballistic missileswith arange greater than 150 kilometres and related major parts, and repair and
production facilities;
9. Decides, for the implementation of paragraph 8 above, the following:
(a) Irag shall submit to the Secretary-General, within fifteen days of the adoption of the present resolution, a
declaration of the locations, amounts and types of all items specified in paragraph 8 and agree to urgent, on-
site inspection as specified below;
(b) The Secretary-General, in consultation with the appropriate Governments and, where appropriate, with
the Director-General of the World Health Organization, within forty-five days of the passage of the present
resolution, shall develop, and submit to the Council for approval, aplan calling for the completion of the
following acts within forty-five days of such approval:



(i) Theforming of a Special Commission, which shall carry out immediate on-site inspection of Irag's
biological, chemical and missile capabilities, based on Irag's declarations and the designation of any
additional locations by the Special Commission itself;
(ii) Theyielding by Iraq of possession to the Special Commission for destruction, removal or rendering
harmless, taking into account the requirements of public safety, of all items specified under paragraph 8 (a)
above, including items at the additional locations designated by the Special Commission under paragraph 9
(b) (i) above and the destruction by Iraq, under the supervision of the Special Commission, of all itsmissile
capabilities, including launchers, as specified under paragraph 8 (b) above;
(iii) The provision by the Special Commission of the assistance and cooperation to the Director-General of
the International Atomic Energy Agency required in paragraphs 12 and 13 below;
10. Decidesthat Iraq shall unconditionally undertake not to use, develop, construct or acquire any of the
items specified in paragraphs 8 and 9 above and requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with the
Special Commission, to develop a plan for the future ongoing monitoring and verification of Irag's
compliance with this paragraph, to be submitted to the Security Council for approval within one hundred
and twenty days of the passage of thisresolution;
11. InvitesIraq to reaffirm unconditionally its obligations under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons of 1 July 1968;
12. Decidesthat Iraq shall unconditionally agree not to acquire or develop nuclear weapons or nuclear-
weapons-usable material or any subsystems or components or any research, development, support or
manufacturing facilities related to the above; to submit to the Secretary-General and the Director-General of
the International Atomic Energy Agency within fifteen days of the adoption of the present resolution a
declaration of the locations, amounts, and types of all items specified above; to place al of its nuclear-
weapons-usable materials under the exclusive control, for custody and removal, of the International Atomic
Energy Agency, with the assistance and cooperation of the Special Commission as provided for in the plan
of the Secretary-General discussed in paragraph 9 (b) above; to accept, in accordance with the arrangements
provided for in paragraph 13 below, urgent on-site inspection and the destruction, removal or rendering
harmless as appropriate of all items specified above; and to accept the plan discussed in paragraph 13 below
for the future ongoing monitoring and verification of its compliance with these undertakings;
13. Requests the Director-General of the International Atomic Energy Agency, through the Secretary-
General, with the assistance and cooperation of the Special Commission as provided for in the plan of the
Secretary-General in paragraph 9 (b) above, to carry out immediate on-site inspection of Irag's nuclear
capabilities based on Irag's declarations and the designation of any additional locations by the Special
Commission; to develop aplan for submission to the Security Council within forty-five days calling for the
destruction, removal, or rendering harmless as appropriate of al itemslisted in paragraph 12 above; to carry
out the plan within forty-five days following approval by the Security Council; and to develop aplan, taking
into account the rights and obligations of Iragq under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons of 1 July 1968, for the future ongoing monitoring and verification of Iraq's compliance with
paragraph 12 above, including an inventory of al nuclear material in Iraq subject to the Agency's
verification and inspections to confirm that Agency safeguards cover all relevant nuclear activitiesin Iraq,
to be submitted to the Security Council for approval within one hundred and twenty days of the passage of
the present resolution;
14. Takes note that the actions to be taken by Irag in paragraphs 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the present
resol ution represent steps towards the goal of establishing in the Middle East a zone free from weapons of
mass destruction and all missilesfor their delivery and the objective of aglobal ban on chemical weapons;
D
15. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council on the steps taken to facilitate the
return of all Kuwaiti property seized by Iraq, including alist of any property that Kuwait claims has not been
returned or which has not been returned intact;
E
16. Reaffirmsthat Irag, without prejudice to the debts and obligations of Iraq arising prior to 2 August 1990,
which will be addressed through the normal mechanisms, is liable under international law for any direct loss,
damage, including environmental damage and the depletion of natural resources, or injury to foreign
Governments, nationals and corporations, as aresult of Irag's unlawful invasion and occupation of Kuwait;
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17. Decidesthat all Iragi statements made since 2 August 1990 repudiating its foreign debt are null and void,
and demands that Iraq adhere scrupulously to all of its obligations concerning servicing and repayment of
itsforeign debt;
18. Decides also to create afund to pay compensation for claims that fall within paragraph 16 above and to
establish a Commission that will administer the fund;
19. Directs the Secretary-General to develop and present to the Security Council for decision, no later than
thirty days following the adoption of the present resolution, recommendations for the fund to meet the
requirement for the payment of claims established in accordance with paragraph 18 above and for a
programme to implement the decisions in paragraphs 16, 17 and 18 above, including: administration of the
fund; mechanisms for determining the appropriate level of Irag's contribution to the fund based on a
percentage of the value of the exports of petroleum and petroleum products from Irag not to exceed afigure
to be suggested to the Council by the Secretary-General, taking into account the requirements of the people
of Irag, Iraq's payment capacity as assessed in conjunction with the international financial institutions
taking into consideration external debt service, and the needs of the Iragi economy; arrangements for
ensuring that payments are made to the fund; the process by which funds will be allocated and claims paid;
appropriate procedures for evaluating losses, listing claims and verifying their validity and resolving
disputed claimsin respect of Irag'sliability as specified in paragraph 16 above; and the composition of the
Commission designated above;

F
20. Decides, effectiveimmediately, that the prohibitions against the sale or supply to Iraq of commodities or
products, other than medicine and health supplies, and prohibitions against financial transactions related
thereto contained in resolution 661 (1990) shall not apply to foodstuffs notified to the Security Council
Committee established by resolution 661 (1990) concerning the situation between Irag and Kuwait or, with
the approval of that Committee, under the simplified and accel erated ""no-objection” procedure, to materias
and suppliesfor essential civilian needs asidentified in the report of the Secretary-General dated 20 March
1991, and in any further findings of humanitarian need by the Committee;
21. Decidesthat the Security Council shall review the provisions of paragraph 20 above every sixty daysin
the light of the policies and practices of the Government of Iraq, including the implementation of all relevant
resol utions of the Security Council, for the purpose of determining whether to reduce or lift the prohibitions
referred to therein;
22. Decides that upon the approval by the Security Council of the programme called for in paragraph 19
above and upon Council agreement that Irag has completed all actions contemplated in paragraphs 8, 9, 10,
11, 12 and 13 above, the prohibitions against the import of commodities and products originating in Iraq and
the prohibitions against financial transactions related thereto contained in resolution 661 (1990) shall have
no further force or effect;
23. Decides that, pending action by the Security Council under paragraph 22 above, the Security Council
Committee established by resolution 661 (1990) shall be empowered to approve, when required to assure
adequate financial resources on the part of Irag to carry out the activities under paragraph 20 above,
exceptions to the prohibition against the import of commodities and products originating in Irag;
24, Decidesthat, in accordance with resolution 661 (1990) and subsequent related resolutions and until a
further decision is taken by the Security Council, all States shall continue to prevent the sale or supply, or
the promotion or facilitation of such sale or supply, to Iraq by their nationals, or from their territories or
using their flag vessels or aircraft, of:
(a) Arms and related materiel of all types, specifically including the sale or transfer through other means of
all forms of conventional military equipment, including for paramilitary forces, and spare parts and
components and their means of production, for such equipment;
(b) Items specified and defined in paragraphs 8 and 12 above not otherwise covered above;
(c) Technology under licensing or other transfer arrangements used in the production, utilization or
stockpiling of items specified in subparagraphs (a) and (b) above;
(d) Personnel or materials for training or technical support services relating to the design, development,
manufacture, use, maintenance or support of items specified in subparagraphs (a) and (b) above;
25. Callsupon all States and international organizationsto act strictly in accordance with paragraph 24
above, notwithstanding the existence of any contracts, agreements, licenses or any other arrangements;
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26. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with appropriate Governments, to develop within sixty
days, for the approval of the Security Council, guidelinesto facilitate full international implementation of
paragraphs 24 and 25 above and paragraph 27 below, and to make them availableto all States and to
establish a procedure for updating these guidelines periodically;
27. Callsupon all Statesto maintain such national controls and procedures and to take such other actions
consistent with the guidelines to be established by the Security Council under paragraph 26 above as may
be necessary to ensure compliance with the terms of paragraph 24 above, and calls upon international
organizationsto take all appropriate stepsto assist in ensuring such full compliance;
28. Agreesto review its decisionsin paragraphs 22, 23, 24 and 25 above, except for the items specified and
defined in paragraphs 8 and 12 above, on aregular basis and in any case one hundred and twenty days
following passage of the present resolution, taking into account Iraq's compliance with the resolution and
general progress towards the control of armamentsin the region;
29. Decidesthat all States, including Irag, shall take the necessary measures to ensure that no claim shall lie
at the instance of the Government of Irag, or of any person or body in Iraqg, or of any person claiming
through or for the benefit of any such person or body, in connection with any contract or other transaction
where its performance was affected by reason of the measures taken by the Security Council in resolution
661 (1990) and related resolutions;

G
30. Decidesthat, in furtherance of its commitment to facilitate the repatriation of all Kuwaiti and third
country nationals, Iraq shall extend all necessary cooperation to the International Committee of the Red
Cross, providing lists of such persons, facilitating the access of the International Committee of the Red
Crossto all such persons wherever located or detained and facilitating the search by the International
Committee of the Red Cross for those Kuwaiti and third country nationals still unaccounted for;
31. Invitesthe International Committee of the Red Cross to keep the Secretary-General apprised as
appropriate of all activities undertaken in connection with facilitating the repatriation or return of all Kuwaiti
and third country nationals or their remains present in Irag on or after 2 August 1990;

H
32. Requires Iraq to inform the Security Council that it will not commit or support any act of international
terrorism or allow any organization directed towards commission of such actsto operate within itsterritory
and to condemn unequivocally and renounce all acts, methods and practices of terrorism;

I
33. Declares that, upon official notification by Iraqg to the Secretary-General and to the Security Council of its
acceptance of the provisions above, aformal cease-fireis effective between Iraq and Kuwait and the
Member States cooperating with Kuwait in accordance with resolution 678 (1990);
34. Decides to remain seized of the matter and to take such further steps as may be required for the
implementation of the present resol ution and to secure peace and security in the area.



Appendix 5
Iragi Challengesto Coalition *®

August 1990: Saddam Hussein invades Kuwait. Within two weeks, the U.S. Army has deployed a battalion
of 82nd Airborne Division paratroopersto Saudi Arabia, the first of what would become a more than
500,000-strong force in the region in what becomes known as Operation Desert Shield.

January 1991: With Iraq refusing United Nations demands to withdraw from Kuwait, the United States and
amassive international military coalition launch Operation Desert Storm, a six-week air campaign followed by
a100-day ground war that ends with Irag defeated on Feb. 28.

April 1991: Saddam Hussein crushes a Kurdish rebellion in northern Irag. Thousands of refugees flee to
Turkey and the U.S. military responds with amassive relief operation dubbed Provide Comfort.

August 1992: Iraq challenges coalition warplanes that are for the first time enforcing the southern no-fly
zone. The United States responds by dispatching a contingent of 1st Cavalry soldiersto Kuwait falling in on
pre-positioned war stocks there.

January 1993: Iragi troops surge along their southern border with Kuwait and the 1st Cavalry division
again responds with a brigade of troops on land, backed by an aircraft carrier battle group off the coast. For
thefirst time since the war, warshipsin the Gulf launch cruise missiles at targetsin Iraqg.

June 1993: Another salvo of Tomahawk missilesislaunched against Iraq after U.S. intelligence confirms
Saddam Hussein tried to assassinate former President George Bush during avisit to Kuwait earlier in the
year.

October 1994: Irag again masses troops, including two divisions of Republican Guards, along the Kuwaiti
border. Under what becomes known as Operation Vigilant Warrior, the United States responds by
deploying a heavy brigade from the 24th Infantry Division, an aircraft carrier and Air Force strike fighters
into the region.

September 1995: Detecting signs of another Iragi muster, the United States launches Operation Vigilant
Sentinel, again pouring thousands of troopsinto Kuwait and extending an aircraft carrier’ stour in the gulf.
October 1996: With Saddam Hussein making incursionsinto Kurdish camps to the north, the United States
sends a barrage of cruise missilesinto the south in what is called Operation Desert Strike. An aircraft carrier,
abrigade of 1st Cavalry Division soldiersand Air Force strike fighters also reinforce troops already in the
region until tensions cool.

February 1997: Thistime called Operation Desert Thunder, the United States goes to awar footing again
around Iraq as tensions skyrocket over weapons inspections. With United Nations and Arab neighbors
strongly condemning would-be air strikes, Operation Desert Lightning is called off.

December 1998: Iraq refuses to allow United Nations weapons inspectors access to key facilities. The
United States launches Operation Desert Fox — three days of air and cruise missile strikes— as a brigade of
3rd Infantry Division troops deploys from Fort Stewart, Ga., to the Iragi border, supported by an aircraft
carrier and Air Force warplanes.

Since Desert Fox, the United States has decided to keep the pressure on Irag through alow-level air war that
has seen strikes on aweekly basis. In fact, strikes have become so routine that most barely garner amention
in newspapers and broadcasts.

2000-2001: Inthe last year alone, there have been atotal of 77 air strikes split evenly between the northern
and southern no-fly zones. That is more than six, every month.

Author’s Note: at thiswriting, USAF and RAF warplanes are again, attacking Iragi air defense targets.



Appendix 6

Congress of the United States
October 29, 1999

The Honorable J. Dennis Hastert
Speaker

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

We are pleased to transmit to you our report, which answers the question: Does North Korea pose a greater
threat to U.S. national security than it did five years ago? In sum, we found that the comprehensive threat
posed by North Koreato our national security hasincreased since 1994. Our report contains an executive
summary.

We were not asked to make specific recommendations as part of our report, and remained within the
confines of our mandate. It isour unanimous view, however, that the findings of our report identify a
number of serious weaknesses concerning current U.S. policy toward North Koreathat urgently require the
attention of the foreign policy and national security committees of Congress. We strongly suggest that you
direct the relevant committeesto review the following issues and report back to you with their specific
legislation for congressional action by a date certain.

Among the issues that need to be addressed are the following:

Current U.S. policy is not effectively addressing the threat posed by North K orean weapons of
mass destruction, missiles and their proliferation.

U.S. assistance sustains arepressive and authoritarian regime, and is not effectively monitored.
Current U.S. policy does not effectively address the issues posed by international criminal activity
of the North Korean government, such as narcotics trafficking, support for international terrorism
and counterfeiting.

Current U.S. policy does not effectively advance internationally-recognized standards of human
rightsin North Korea, including liberating political prisoners and abolishing prisons for hungry
children.

Current U.S. policy does not effectively encourage the political and economic liberalization of
North Korea.

We believe that our report is an important first step in addressing these issues, and we look forward to
working with you and the relevant committees.

Sincerely,

BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
Chairman






Appendix 7. Center for Defense Information, List of DoD web sites on foreign palicy,

and related issues.

DEFENSE and FOREIGN POLICY

Alternatives to Military Intervention
Asian Military Situation
Cuba
Indonesia

Iraq
MILITARY FORCES and STRATEGY

Aviation

Biological and Chemical Warfare

National Guard and Reserves Forces
Naval Power and Strategy
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
National Security Study Group
Space/Ballistic Missile Defenses
Women in the Military
World at War

ARMS TRADE ISSUES

The Arms Trade
CDlI's Arms Transfer Project
Children and Armed Conflict
Landmines
Small Arms and Light Weapons

EUROPEAN ISSUES

European Defense
Balkan Conflicts
Caucasus Conflicts

NUCLEAR ISSUES

CDI Goals for US Nuclear Weapons
CDI Nuclear Weapons Database
Nuclear Facts and Figures
Arms Control Issues
Nuclear Proliferation

Nuclear Testing
Fissile Material

INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING

Peacekeeping Citation List
United Nations Issues

MILITARY SPENDING

U.S. Military Spending
World Military Expenditures
Military Industrial Complex
Base Closures and Realignments

Note: Digital copy of monograph contains the WWW link to each Ste. Seeweb Ste &

http:/Aww.cdi.or g/issued/, for more information.
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Appendix 8: List of Abbreviations

BUR
CAB
CGSC
CGSOC
CIGS
CJCS
CP
COL
DoD
DPRK
Gl
IACC

|AEA

FY
GDP
GEN
GHQ
GoC

GOC-in-C

Bottom Up Review

Cabinet Office

Command and General Staff College
Command and General Staff Officer’s Course
Chief of the Imperial General Staff
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Cabinet Office Papers

Colone

Department of Defense

Democratic People’ s Republic of Korea
Government Issue (soldier in thismonograph)
Inter-Allied Control Commission

I nter national Atomic Energy Agency

India Office

Fiscal Year

Gross Domestic Product

General

General Headquarters

General Officer Commanding
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and experiences with Task Force Smith; the United States from 1919-1939, a case study of eventsleading up
to battle of Kasserine Pass; I srael and events leading to the 1973 Y om Kippur War; France and events
leading to the Franco — Prussian War; and Great Britain, the fall of British Naval Power between 1919 and
1939; aswell as numerous others. This study however, focuses exclusively on Great Britain after World
War 1 and parallelsto the United States in the post-Cold War era. The author, inspired by Robert M.
Epstein, Ph.D., SAMSto consider all of these historical examples, due to time and length constrains of the
SAM S monograph guidance, decided to examine Great Britain in the post-WWI era.
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